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Abstract 
The purpose of this qualitative interpretative case study was to explore how the 
National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) requirements 
may be affecting pedagogies of two Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 teachers at two 
Queensland schools. The perceived problem was that standardised assessment 
NAPLAN practices and its growing status as a key measure of education quality 
throughout Australia has the potential to limit the everyday literacy and numeracy 
practices of teachers to instructional methods primarily focused on teaching to the 
test.  
The findings demonstrate how increased explicit teaching of NAPLAN content 
and procedural knowledge prior to testing has the potential to negatively impact on 
the teaching of everyday literacy and numeracy skills and knowledge that extend 
beyond those concerned with NAPLAN. Such teaching limited opportunity for what 
teachers reported as valued collaborative learning contexts aiming for long-term 
literacy and numeracy results.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
This qualitative, interpretative case study research focuses on the effects of the 
Australian National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) and 
activity generated from standardised testing on teacher pedagogy (Australian 
Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and Youth Affairs, 2008d).   
The Case Studies primarily report the NAPLAN focussed literacy and numeracy 
activity of six teachers, two each from Years 3, 5 and 7, in two Queensland school 
sites. At the time of this study, Years 3, 5 and 7 in Queensland were considered 
primary levels of education. 
The study allows for generalised and broad interpretations to be made from 
participants’ own words, and researcher observations of participant actions 
(Merriam, 1998).  Data were collected in two Queensland education sites: one state 
government and one non-state government school. The study problem centred on the 
effects on teachers’ everyday literacy and numeracy practices from the 
implementation of NAPLAN as a measurement tool, and especially from strategies 
implemented during pre-NAPLAN test preparation activity. A sociocultural 
perspective was adopted to interpret teacher contexts, their reported intentions and 
observed practices, and specifically drew on the work of Holton and Clarke (2006) 
who offer a pedagogic model for interpreting the ways teachers prepare for and 
conduct teaching-learning activity. Findings and recommendations in the final 
chapter highlight the significance of this study in relation to Australia’s current 
education reforms. 
1.1 MOTIVATION FOR THE STUDY 
In 2006, as a learning support teacher at a state government, North Brisbane, 
Queensland primary school I planned for and delivered an educational environment 
that encouraged students to understand that where learning is challenging, peers can 
be supportive and offer solutions that may not be within the capacity of the 
individual who learns in isolation.  My intention was as much to build student agency 
and self-confidence in their learning, encouraging persistence and collaboration with 
peers, as it was to focus on curriculum content. This position was based on beliefs 
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that willingness to participate in learning, especially for students who experienced 
difficulties in learning, is often dependent on small group activity and productive 
interaction with others that is time and socially sensitive (Vygotsky, 1962; Weiner, 
1972; Wells & Claxton, 2002).  
 Tensions became evident between my preferred practices and those emerging 
from the Queensland government’s (2006) introduction to state-based literacy and 
numeracy standardised assessment, nominated as the “Year 3, 5 and 7 Testing 
Program” (Y357TP).  Recommended strategies for Y357TP instruction would, in my 
view, atomise and de-contextualise learning and significantly withdraw the peer 
supported learning community environment I had so carefully established for 
individual students and small groups who were identified as experiencing difficulty 
in learning (here-on-in referred to as learning support students). As well as a focus on 
collaborative learning, the learning support assessment I employed was based on 
evidence from a number of sources including formative observation anecdotal notes; 
analysis of work samples from site-based teacher assessment moderation sessions; 
weekly summative learning support testing recorded against a goal-orientated check-
list; and student results on site-based year level summative tests. In addition, 
although my learning support students’ parents/carers received a formal Education 
Queensland academic progress report that graded their child’s literacy and numeracy 
performance using an A-E scale, they also received a separate learning support 
progress report that provided additional information specific to their child’s 
individualised learning progress. Therefore, I saw significant challenges arising from 
Education Queensland’s (2006) claim that the testing program was a means of 
aligning “whole-school, classroom and intervention programs” (p. 37). This implied 
that alignment supported the learning of these students and directed the way in which 
literacy and numeracy learning and teaching should be undertaken more generally.   
 Professional concerns specifically centred on three identified anomalies 
between my learning support practices and those recommended for supporting 
students to complete literacy and numeracy standardised tests. The first was a 
pedagogic issue where emphasis on peer interaction was at odds with a test program 
that required each student to sit in isolation from others for extended periods to 
record written responses to summative test paper questions. The second concerned 
content and timing.  Test content did not always align with the literacy and numeracy 
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plans set by the school which I then adjusted for my learning support students in 
these two subject areas.  Also, scheduling of the Y357TP standardised tests did not 
necessarily align with the scheduling of literacy and numeracy foci within the 
school’s curriculum, or my subsequent adjusted learning programmes. Third, I was 
concerned with the particular focus from senior teaching staff administration. That is, 
the interest from the school’s senior teaching administrators, including a Head of 
Curriculum, Deputy Principals and a Principal (here-on-in referred to as school 
administrators) was more focussed on academically ranking students based on their 
literacy and numeracy test results than on the individual development of learning 
support students. These concerns continued, following subsequent adjustments made 
by school administrators to align the school’s literacy and numeracy curriculum 
content to the Y357TP testing regime.   
 As an outcome of these concerns, I explored pedagogic approaches that 
would continue to support adjusted programmes for my learning support students 
that attended to their individual learning styles in relation to the required, state-based 
testing requirements. To cater for both the school’s foci and my own pedagogic 
approach, I continued to offer a peer collaboration context for literacy and numeracy 
where students were encouraged to work regularly in groups to share ideas, 
construct, and problem solve to develop concepts, skills and knowledge. At the same 
time, I was required to employ an instructive approach to implement test preparation, 
in the form of test formats that were independent response worksheets, characteristic 
of standardised assessment.   
 Prior to standardised testing to inform my practice, I drew principally on the 
following:  
Gardner’s multiple intelligences (1983) framework: creating contexts for students to 
identify learning strengths in other curriculum areas, including sports and the arts with the 
specific goal of building self-image and developing agency in strength areas of the 
individual;  
Bloom’s taxonomy (Oz-Teachers Net, 2006): using the six (6) levels of thinking to assist 
the construction of learning activities and to determine the points at which students found 
difficulties for lower and higher order thinking;  
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Piaget’s (1960) epistemological studies of children:  a guide to cognitive development, 
which supports a pedagogic approach that encourages students to construct their own 
knowledge and understanding; and 
Vygotsky’s (1978) zone of proximal development:  the potential of adult- child and child-
other interaction in learning.   
Gardner’s model, Bloom’s taxonomy and the theoretical propositions put forward by 
Piaget and Vygotsky each support a collaborative learning approach for engaging 
learners but were not helpful in bringing together preferred practices with a didactic 
teaching approach required for standardised test preparation. Indeed my learning 
support students’ responses to more formal teaching approaches indicated reduced 
engagement in learning. A specific concern arose from observations that when 
students were provided with worksheets replicating state-based test formats on which 
they were required to independently record responses, their persistence and 
engagement in these tasks appeared to decrease. Furthermore, colleagues affirmed 
my observations by describing their own student disengagement when state-based 
test-formatted worksheets were implemented. 
 Cullen’s (2006) educational-based memoirs affirm the perceived problem 
associated with state or nationwide regimes that interrupt, stall or negate a teachers’ 
everyday teaching practices. He states, “Structural changes are usually imposed from 
the political apex, downwards. We keep starting at the wrong end....” (p. 87).   The 
political apex refers to the drilling down to education districts, school clusters, 
individual schools and their teachers from federal and state government education 
edicts.  Indeed, there is a significant tension created between requirements for 
state/national standardised testing regimes and Education Queensland’s Productive 
Pedagogies (Queensland Department of Education Training and Employment, 2002) 
which have served to frame teacher practices in Queensland state education since 
2002 (see section 3.2.2 for elaboration).  
 As well as drawing on previously mentioned learning theorists, I also referred 
to Productive Pedagogies to guide my pedagogic practices (Queensland Department 
of Education Training and Employment, 2002). Productive Pedagogies accents the 
desirable nature of developing students’ higher-order thinking for deep knowledge 
and understanding, and the provision of a supportive classroom environment which 
is student directed and socially supportive (Queensland Department of Education 
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Training and Employment, 2002). Student engagement and self-regulation are 
considered important attributes within a supportive classroom.  Queensland teachers 
are also encouraged to recognise cultural diversity and group identity by providing 
an inclusive learning environment within which difference is valued (Queensland 
Department of Education Training and Employment, 2002).  However, as a learning 
support teacher in a Queensland state education school, I began to question if 
Queensland teachers were pedagogically prepared for the demands of the Australian 
federal government’s introduction of a nationally mandated standardised assessment 
program in the form of the National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy 
(NAPLAN) (Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and 
Youth Affairs, 2008d).   
NAPLAN, introduced in 2008, uses large-scale external summative testing in 
Years 3, 5, 7 and 9, across all Australian education sectors.  As a Queensland 
primary school teacher, I was interested in how standardised assessment was 
affecting pedagogy in the primary school years of 3, 5 and 7. However, as my initial 
2006 research proposal focussed on state-based standardised testing in Queensland 
the study was essentially and progressively refocussed in 2008 toward the national 
NAPLAN agenda (see section 1.4).     
1.2 ISSUES UNDERPINNING THE STUDY 
 The goals of standardised assessment seem reasonable and are described as 
large-scale external summative tests that produce results capable of: 
 identifying student’s strengths and weaknesses 
 identifying students with special learning needs 
 determining if students meet state and/or national standards 
 guiding teachers on how to group students 
 evaluating the effectiveness of curriculum 
 evaluating teacher and principal competency 
 comparing different schools and districts or divisions 
 providing information for school accreditation 
 allocating educational resources (McMillan, 2008) 
National and international literature warns about standardised assessment practices 
based on the last thirty (30) years of educational research into literacy education in 
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particular, with strong evidence that fundamental and almost exclusive didactic 
approaches to learning are ineffective for many students (Healy, 2008; Klenowski, 
2008; Luke & Freebody, 1999; Meadmore, 2001). However, the literature is less 
comprehensive regarding successful pedagogies to support a mandated system of 
standardised assessment. Additional educational deficits are predicted by Luke 
(1999) who warns that standardised testing “won’t deal with equity, it won’t solve 
systemic problems, and it won’t make … curriculum and pedagogy intellectually 
rich”. Meadmore (2001) affirms Luke’s prognosis, cautioning that standardised 
assessment “cannot be socially and culturally responsive nor can [it] be 
pedagogically just and fair” (p. 360).  Healy (2008) supports the notion of learning 
communities where student peers have as much value in the learning arena as do 
teachers.  
In the USA and UK, standardised testing, similar to NAPLAN, has been 
conducted for over 30 years. In these countries there remains a polarised set of 
views. On the one hand, this style of testing is perceived to have a high value, but on 
the other, standardised testing continues to attract scrutiny (Rotberg, 2006). 
Specifically, concerns have been raised about the reliability and validity of these 
tests’ scores as an accurate measure of individual students’ academic levels.  In 2008, 
UK national testing of 14 years old students was discontinued due to controversies 
surrounding marking procedures (British Broadcasting Corporation, 2008). Yet, that 
same year, nationally mandated NAPLAN testing was implemented throughout 
Australia.   
1.3 THE RESEARCH QUESTION 
As the National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) 
began implementation in 2008, the anomalies emerging from such testing and my 
own questions around pedagogic practice aimed at developing student agency in their 
learning became the impetus for the research study’s question: 
What effect does standardised assessment (NAPLAN) have on the pedagogy 
of teachers who prepare students for NAPLAN tests in the context of two 
Queensland schools?  
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1.3.1 Data analysis 
The study’s question was analysed using Holton and Clarke’s (2006) 
theoretical model involving scaffolding dimensions which describe instruction types, 
agents, instructional locations and domains. The theoetical underpinnings of their 
work is fully reported in section 3.2.  Briefly, Holton and Clarke (2006) propose that 
teachers advantage learning when they understand and implement three scaffolding 
practices: 
1. Expert instruction, which may be beneficial in initial instruction phases 
of learning where students display minimal knowledge of a targeted 
concept or skill;   
2. Reciprocal practices, which encourage collaborative teacher-student, 
small group, and team teaching and learning in the climate of a learning 
community which may not have clear-cut “teacher” and “learner” 
identities; and   
3. Self-scaffolding where students become skilled in breaking learning down 
into manageable parts and ultimately becoming capable of taking full 
control of their learning.  According to Holton and Clarke (2006) “self-
scaffolding is essentially the same as metacognition and vice versa” (p. 
141).   
1.4 THE STUDY CONTEXT 
As already mentioned, since 2008, Australia’s State and Territory education 
systems have mandated the implementation of NAPLAN. These prescriptive literacy 
and numeracy standardised tests are conducted over three consecutive days in May 
throughout each Australian State and Territory.  With few exceptions, all Year 3, 5, 7 
and 9 students undertake these annually scheduled NAPLAN tests at the same time, 
on the same days, in the same prescriptive procedures.  The two possible student 
exemptions are: 
 students who have not resided in Australia for 12 months prior to 
NAPLAN testing and whose first language is not English.  
 students who have been officially identified with a verifiable disability that 
makes completing standardised testing onerous or unfair.  
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(Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and Youth 
Affairs, 2008a).  
Student exemption requires written requests from a parent/carer to their 
respective State or Territory education governing authority.  In Queensland, this is 
the Queensland Studies Authority (QSA) (2011a). Parents/carers also provide a 
written request for special consideration for NAPLAN testing, such as the use of a 
scribe or additional time for students with identified difficulties relative to recording 
responses. This is requested from the principal of the student’s school and must be 
lodged prior to their participating in NAPLAN testing. If a student is granted 
exemption, they are deemed unable to meet the “National Minimum Standards” and 
are not included in NAPLAN statistical data (Australian Curriculum Assessment and 
Reporting Authority, 2011g).  Cumming (2009) critiques the fact that the conditions 
which draw special consideration for NAPLAN are regardless of a student’s literacy 
or numeracy ability that they may be able to demonstrate through alternate 
assessment modes.  
NAPLAN employs standardised summative tests across the general student 
population.  These tests appear to be increasingly valued in relation to other literacy 
and numeracy assessments implemented throughout Australia. This situation appears 
to be similar to standardised assessment practices in the UK and USA.  In these 
countries, this style of testing is considered “high-stakes” in that the higher the 
academic achievement, the greater the opportunities for workplace success (Gipps, 
1994; Smith, Edelsky, Draper, Rottenberg, & Cherland, 1991).  Such a notion is 
perplexing given the recognised range of student abilities and disabilities as well as 
the complexity of the milieu of social and cultural contexts in which students live in 
Australia and internationally. Arguably, there are students whose capacities in 
literacy and numeracy will never be formally recognised from this single testing 
method.  
This study recognises that socially significant geographic and demographic 
contexts may contribute to students’ literacy and numeracy achievement (Broadfoot, 
2008; Cumming, Wyatt-Smith, Elkins, & Neville, 2006). It also acknowledges that 
there are many reasons in addition to these contexts that impact on Queensland 
students’ literacy and numeracy learning potential.  Given that social, geographic and 
demographic aspects are not always linked to a student’s success or failure, it is still 
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important to recognise that student performance requires analysis using these and 
other aspects, which may include, but also not limited to, socio-economic influences, 
parent educational backgrounds, individual student learning styles and teacher 
pedagogic practices. In response to these influences on student literacy and numeracy 
development, this study specifically focuses on the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy 
from the perspective that Queensland teachers’ practices are influenced by, and 
should aim to influence, broader social, cultural and political demands.  
1.5 PURPOSE AND AIM OF THE STUDY  
The purpose of the study is to identify the degree of influence on the everyday 
literacy and numeracy education practices of teachers from the NAPLAN testing 
program in a climate of an increased use of standardised assessment as a measure of 
Australia’s education quality. Data has been collected from teacher participants’ 
articulation of their preferred practices, their teaching actions in response to 
NAPLAN test requirements and their everyday practices outside the NAPLAN 
context. Conceptions, explanations of practice, and actual practice, have been 
compared for each pair of teachers across Queensland education primary years 3, 5 
and 7 within the contextual complexities of their school sites, with data triangulated 
to establish common and uncommon patterns. Contextual complexities surrounding 
the work of the case study teachers includes consideration for the age differentials of 
students in the same year group in other Australian States and Territories, and in 
particular, in relation to any reporting of unsatisfactory NAPLAN performances of 
Queensland students (Rance, 2009).   
1.6 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH 
This research project takes place at a crucial period in Australia’s education 
reform and should therefore be considered a point-in-time study.  Specifically, this 
country’s federal government education reform agenda has included: 
 implementation of National Assessment Program – Literacy and 
Numeracy (NAPLAN) in 2008, two years after this study’s 
commencement (Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment 
Training and Youth Affairs, 2008d).   
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 formulation of the Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for 
Young Australians (Australian Ministerial Council on Education 
Employment Training and Youth Affairs, 2008c),  
 establishment of the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting 
Authority (2010a).   
 Initiation of a Smarter Schools National Partnership in Literacy and 
Numeracy (Australian Government Department of Education Employment 
and Workplace Relations, 2009). 
 Development of an Australian “My School” website (Australian 
Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c).  
 Introduction of an Australian Curriculum: English and Australian 
Curriculum: Mathematics (Australian Curriculum Assessment and 
Reporting Authority, 2011b). 
 Rewards for Great Teachers remuneration incentive scheme due to be 
implemented in 2013 (Australian Government Department of Education 
Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011). 
Yet, such an intensified Australian education reform agenda could possibly fail to 
acknowledge more than 50 years of research into literacy and numeracy pedagogy. 
Minimal Australian-based research exists on the effects of standardised assessment 
on this country’s teacher practices, as this nation has never before mandated such 
testing at a national level.  
This study aims to make an original Australian contribution to existing 
international knowledge regarding the effects of standardised assessment practices in 
three ways.  First, it explores major contextual influences impacting on teacher 
practices since the introduction of NAPLAN. Second, in the context of two 
Queensland schools and six (6) teachers, it explores the ways in which their beliefs 
and perceptions of effective learning-teaching practices are influenced by NAPLAN.  
Third, this study comparatively examines Queensland primary school classroom 
teachers’ pedagogic intentions and actions prior to NAPLAN testing.  The study aims 
to fill an identified gap in research regarding the effects of standardised assessment 
on Australian education practices.  
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1.6.1 The Australian research gap 
This study’s main body of reviewed literature is sourced from international 
researchers, including Koretz (1990), Smith et al (1991), and Shepard and Dougherty 
(1991), all of whom focus strongly on teacher and administrator attitudes towards 
standardised assessment. Stecher’s (2002; 2000) research also has this focus, while 
McNeil and Valenzuela’s (2000) 10-year longitudinal study focuses on the 
implementation of a test-based accountability system in Texas. Pringle and Martin 
(2005), Nichols and Berliner, (2007) and Leggett (2007) all focus on teachers’ 
attitudes to high-stakes testing, while Dodge (2007) focuses solely upon principals’ 
perceptions of standardised assessment practices. Au (2007) analyses 49 studies 
focusing on high-stakes testing and suggests that any shift in curriculum or pedagogy 
is dependent by how standardised summative tests are structured. The literature 
review outlines and critiques the findings of these international studies with 
acknowledgement that they do not draw upon Australian teachers’ beliefs, attitudes 
and ideas.  
Only four studies have been found relevant within Australia’s context. One, by 
Ayres, Sawyer and Dinham (2004), examines teachers’ perceptions of high-
achieving students undertaking final Year 12 external examinations. Unlike 
international research that raises concerns about the effects of standardised 
assessment, Ayres, Sawyer and Dinham’s (2004) study finds no evidence that high-
stakes testing inhibits best-practice teaching within an Australian, Year 12 high-
achieving context. In contrast, Cumming, Wyatt-Smith, Elkins and Neville (2006) 
have identified problems in Queensland Education’s previous Years 3 and 5, state-
based testing procedures and make 36 recommendations for improvement. Doecke, 
Kostogriz and Illesca (2010) propose that teachers regard NAPLAN standardised 
testing as an additional task which impacts on school-based curriculum, pedagogic 
practices and student-teacher relationship building.  
Most recently, Knapp’s (2012) findings suggest that, according to NAPLAN 
test results, higher socio-economic students, whose parents’ educational backgrounds 
are higher, tend to out-perform students from lower socio-economic environments, 
whose parents have experienced lower educational backgrounds.  This contextual 
difference is given consideration in respect to its potential influence on classroom 
teacher practices. Specifically, variations in the many international research studies 
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focusing on standardised testing compared with the few Australian-based study 
findings clearly highlight a gap in research about the effects of standardised 
assessment on pedagogy in this country. 
1.7 THESIS OUTLINE 
Chapter 1 has provided an introduction into the study context, the motivation 
for this study and a rationale for the research question from a brief background of the 
status and perceived problems of national standardised assessment on pedagogy.   
Chapter 2 begins with an overview of sociocultural theories regarding learning, 
teaching and assessment approaches. Following, the potential effects of education 
assessment on human identity are explored.  Then, standardised assessment is 
defined, including discussion of assessment and testing, standards and 
standardisation and psychometric measurement methods.  This section also reports 
Australia’s implementation of education band scales and establishment of national 
minimum standards for literacy and numeracy in Years 3, 5, 7 and 9.  International 
standardised assessment research from the USA and UK is then tabled and critiqued 
followed by an historical overview of standardised assessment practices in Australia.  
Points of argument regarding Australia’s past standardised assessment practices 
target education policy and practice, economic influences, accountability in 
education, reliability and validity of standardised assessment and finally equity and 
social justice issues related to high-stakes testing. This section argues potential 
positive and negative impacts of Australia’s implementation of NAPLAN as the 
main measure of education performance.    
Chapter 3 provides a review of the theoretical foundations of literacy and 
numeracy in Queensland, Australia to identify connections between sociocultural 
theory and Queensland literacy and numeracy teaching and learning that has existed 
for over 30 years. Then, a justification is given for this study’s adoption of a 
scaffolded pedagogic model supplied by Holton and Clarke (2006).  Next, classroom 
learning and assessment practices are reviewed with specific focus on i] the role of 
scaffolding teacher practices; ii] teacher-student agency and iii] communities of 
practice within the teaching-learning cycle.    
Chapter 4 establishes the study’s methodology and research design. It clarifies 
the reasons for a qualitative research paradigm, and justifies the methodological 
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approach of an interpretative case study (Merriam, 1998).  Case study methods are 
explained, including the use of interviews, observations, and focus groups. Then, 
Case Study Site (CSS) selection and teacher participation is reported before 
procedural timelines for the pilot and study data collection are tabled. Following, the 
study’s analytic framework and use of the constant comparative method of analysis 
is outlined. The study’s validity and reliability issues are identified, followed by 
ethical considerations. 
Chapters 5 and 6 report the case studies and are similar in format.  Chapter 5 
reports the three teachers in Case Study Site one (CSS1), a state government 
Preparatory to Year 7 primary school, and Chapter 6 reports the three teachers in 
Case Study Site two (CSS2), a non-state government Preparatory to Year 12 college. 
Each chapter begins with a contextual description and discussion of each respective 
site regarding their pedagogic priorities and NAPLAN test preparation requirements 
of teachers. Within each school site, a Year 3, a Year 5 and a Year 7 teacher is 
profiled with particular attention given to their perceptions and personal accounts of 
challenges arising from NAPLAN. This is followed by description and comparative 
discussion of these teachers’ intended and enacted pedagogic practices during 
NAPLAN and non-NAPLAN lessons. Australian-based education policy, 
international research and theoretical perspectives guide this discussion within each 
chapter. Chapters 5 and 6 conclude with a summary of emerging themes at each 
respective site.  
Chapter 7 provides a cross-case analysis that identifies and compares emergent 
themes from the two case study sites. The chapter begins with a comparison of key 
contextual influences impacting on teaching conditions at each site. These include 
factors relating to parent/carer background, relevant student past NAPLAN 
performance, and school administrator practices and priorities targeting literacy and 
numeracy. Specifically, CSS1 school administrator pedagogic regulating practices 
compared with the more autonomous conditions at CSS2 are given consideration 
when comparatively analysing teachers’ expert, reciprocal and self-scaffolding 
methods as defined by Holton and Clarke (2006).  These three teaching and learning 
methods, within the context of pre-NAPLAN activity, guide the next three sections 
of Chapter 7 before the study’s four main findings are outlined. 
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Chapter 8 concludes this thesis by first summarising the study. Then findings 
are reported followed by recommendations relating to NAPLAN’s ongoing 
implementation.  Attention is also given to the significance of this study’s findings 
and recommendations as well as its limitations. A final summary of findings and 
recommendations concludes this thesis. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study is to interpret any effects of the National Assessment 
Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) (Australian Curriculum Assessment 
and Reporting Authority, 2010d) on teachers’ everyday practices in the context of 
two Queensland, Australia schools and six teachers. Section 2.1 provides an 
overview of a sociocultural perspective regarding learning, teaching and assessment 
approaches as adopted by this study. Following, section 2.2 discusses education 
assessment and its possible effects on student identity including learner self efficacy 
and engagement. Next, section 2.3 defines standardised assessment in accordance 
with the views of world-wide authorities followed by Australia’s implementation of 
literacy and numeracy band scales and national minimum standards. Standardised 
assessment, similar to NAPLAN, has been implemented in other countries, including 
the United States of America (USA) and United Kingdom (UK). Research into the 
effects of such standardised assessment is included in section 2.4. Section 2.5 
provides an historical overview of standardised assessment use in Australia. Specific 
focus is given to education policy and practice, economic influences, education 
accountability, reliability and validity, equity and social justice issues arising from 
the implementation of standardised assessment to argue the potential advantages and 
constraints of this style of testing on teacher practices. However, as nationally 
mandated standardised assessment is new in the Australian education context, there 
is limited literature on Australian-based research into the effects of standardised 
assessment practices.  It is this Australian research gap that the study targets. Finally, 
section 2.6 provides a conclusion by summarising major points discussed throughout 
Chapter 2.  
At this point in Australia’s current education reform, there is increasing 
opportunity for comparative scoring of student literacy and numeracy performance 
due to NAPLAN. Any pedagogic shift toward more competitive and tightly 
orchestrated teaching may become apparent, moving teaching-learning cycles further 
from the intention of a sociocultural approach to classroom practice.  This could 
result in reduced pedagogic focus on collaborative interaction during literacy and 
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numeracy sessions. It is this focus and related issues that sit at the core of this 
research study’s question: 
What effect does standardised assessment (NAPLAN) have on the pedagogy of 
teachers who prepare students for NAPLAN tests in the context of two 
Queensland schools? 
To explore this research question, the work of Vygotsky (1962, 1978) provides a 
foundational perspective for describing the crucial nature of interaction between 
teacher and student, and between student peers.  This study adopts a sociocultural 
view of teaching and learning, founded on Vygotsky’s seminal cultural-historical 
research.  Specifically, this study argues that the nature of learning is highly complex 
and always situated within social and cultural contexts that require teachers to 
develop of a repertoire of practices in efforts to accommodate the many ways in 
which individual students learn.  
2.1 SOCIOCULTURAL THEORIES 
Sociocultural theories have their own histories and are argued by their 
proponents to be useful for interpreting the learning environment. For example, 
Street (1997) argues: 
 “If we want learners to develop and enhance the richness and complexity of 
literacy practices evident in society at large, then we need curricula and 
assessment that are themselves rich and complex and based upon research 
into actual literacy practices” (p. 53). 
This study explores six Queensland teachers’ literacy and numeracy practices leading 
up to NAPLAN testing in an effort to identify what effect NAPLAN test preparation 
may be having on their actual practices compared with their pedagogic intentions. To 
further explore a sociocultural perspective, the following Table 2.1 provides an 
overview of sociocultural theorists, beginning with Vygotsky’s cultural-historical 
work. 
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Table 2.1 
Overview of sociocultural learning theories 
Theorist Theory outline 
Vygotsky 
(1962, 1978, 1986) 
Developed cultural-historical psychology during the 1920 -1930s 
in Russia.  Increased focus on this theory began in the mid 1950s.  
Designed the ‘Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD)’ theory 
which stresses potential rather than achievement and foregrounds 
work that theorises the importance of understanding the social 
context of learning. 
Neo-Vygotskian theorists 
Bruner 
(1963, 1996) 
Wood, Bruner and 
Ross (1976) 
First to apply the term ‘scaffolding’ to teaching and learning. 
Regarded mental development as culturally situated and dependent 
on culturally relevant resources. 
Wertsch (1979, 
1985) 
Wertsch and 
Addison Stone 
(1985) 
Individual action, including mental functioning, and the 
sociocultural interaction within which it occurs, are inseparable. 
Wertsch and Addison Stone (1985) claim cognition development 
requires a deep understanding of language use and its meaning 
within a culturally influenced environment. 
Scribner and Cole 
(1974; Scribner, 
1985; 1981) 
Literacy is a socially organised ‘practice’ that goes beyond 
developing simple reading and writing skills. As a practice, literacy 
development includes understanding and skills required to apply 
literacy knowledge within a varied range of purposes and contexts. 
Heath  
(1982, 1983, 1989) 
Different language and literacy experiences within a community 
prepare children for formalised schooling in different ways.  
Applied the term ‘literacy event’ to describe how social interaction 
is integral to interpreting written text. 
Lave  
(1988, 1991, 2008) 
Lave and Wenger   
(1991, 2005) 
‘Situated learning’ – defined by a process in which a newcomer 
moves from ‘legitimate peripheral participation (LPP)’ toward full 
participation.  The sociocultural practices between newcomer and 
old-timer/master play a major role in “community of practices”. 
Rogoff   
(1990, 1999, 2008a) 
‘Apprenticeship model’ – based on premise that cognitive 
development is nurtured by supportive guides/companions in social 
situations using tools within a culture. 
Street  
(1984, 1997, 1999, 
2005, 2010) 
Advanced the notion of ‘social literacies’ proposing that the nature 
of literacy is always a ‘social practice’. Also, language is ‘dialogic’ 
in that it is always imbedded in varied forms of everyday literacy 
practices. 
Gee, Hull and 
Lankshear (1996) 
Built upon the notion of literacy as a ‘social practice’ by describing 
‘socio-technical practices’ that can be used to indoctrinate people 
into technologically rich social relations, which have potential to 
merge private and public lives. 
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Gee  
(1996, 2005, 2012) 
 
Applied to the term discourse to describe language interactions.  
Defined ‘Discourse’, with a capital ‘D’ as “always and everywhere 
social, and products of social histories” which are created and 
recreated “by specific groups of people” (1996, p.vii). 
Luke and Freebody 
(1999, 2000) 
Developed the ‘Four Resources Model’ to describe a repertoire of 
literacy practices aimed at encouraging learner engagement within 
a collective group, community or society. The model describes a 
learner as code breaker, meaning maker, text user and analyst, 
further proposing that all are necessary components toward 
developing an understanding of social, cultural and institutional 
functions of varied forms of texts. 
Wells and Claxton 
(Wells, 1999; Wells 
& Claxton, 2002) 
 
Extended Vygotsky’s Cultural Historical Activity Theory (CHAT) 
model.  They propose development of the whole person, i.e. mind, 
body and spirit. Practices include ‘cultural relativism, ‘meaningful 
collaboration’, appropriation and transformation’, ‘guided 
participation’, and ‘recognition of diversity’. 
Cope and Kalantzis 
(2000)   (2012) 
Human knowledge is created through diverse collaborative 
interactions embedded in cultural, social and material contexts.  
Proposed a pedagogic model including four strategies; ‘situated 
practice’, ‘overt instruction’, ‘critical framing’ and ‘transformed 
practice’. 
Sfard  
(1998, 2001, 2008, 
2012) 
Developed an ‘acquisition metaphor’ to describe how learning can 
focus on conceptualisation and acquisition of knowledge. Also 
developed a ‘participation metaphor’ to describe how learning 
activity can be situated within rich cultural and social contexts.  
Holton and Clarke 
(2006) 
Developed a scaffolded pedagogic model, describing the 
conceptual and heuristic development of a learner during ‘expert’, 
‘reciprocal’ and ‘self’ scaffolded activity. Proposed that self-
scaffolding is essentially metacognitive activity. 
 
 The theoretical perspective for this study acknowledges that higher cognitive 
functioning is best nurtured when learners, of any age, are encouraged to participate 
in socially organised interactions using culturally supportive learning tools.  This 
study adopts Vygotsky’s (1978) notion that “learning awakens a variety of 
developmental processes that are able to operate only when the child is interacting 
with people in his environment and in collaboration with his peers” (p. 90). 
Additionally, Vygotsky (1962, 1986) highlights the importance of socially and 
culturally organised activities to support language acquisition and thought 
development. The learner, from a sociocultural perspective, is the key focus within 
the teaching/learning cycle.  
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2.1.1 Learning approaches 
A sociocultural approach to learning focuses on the learner rather than the 
teacher in that knowledge is not so much directly transmitted from one individual to 
another so much as individuals are participating in a collaborative construction 
process.  According to Sfard (1998), active participation in learning is as important 
as the acquisition of knowledge and skills within a learning environment. Therefore, 
the provision of suitably rich social and cultural contexts within which students can 
participate is a primary pedagogic focus. This study adopts such a sociocultural 
viewpoint and is concerned with how NAPLAN may be affecting teachers’ primary 
pedagogic focus of engaging students in collaborative everyday and test preparation 
activity. 
Lave and Wenger’s (1991) sociocultural perspective that learning through 
observing at the “peripheral” edges of a “situated learning” activity, then moving 
toward collaboratively participating, eventually brings learners to the point of 
personal proficiency. Rogoff (1990) agrees, suggesting that learners bring prior 
knowledge to contexts where a teacher or more competent peer is able to 
collaboratively nurture new knowledge and skills through the use of culturally rich 
learning tools. Holton and Clarke (2006) argue that collaborative learning within a 
sociocultural perspective encourages students to be agentive in their learning, giving 
consideration to past and present experiences while seeking and constructing 
knowledge. These sociocultural theorists’ perspectives support a classroom learning 
community where students and teachers share in both learning and teaching.  
Within language and literacy development, Heath (1983) proposes that students 
bring different experiences from home to a formalised classroom environment.  
These differences are argued by Heath (1982) to enrich “literacy events” (p. 50) 
when students and a teacher collaboratively engage in exploring different meanings 
and uses of texts within the social context of a school and wider community. As a 
social “practice”, Scribner and Cole (1981) propose that language and literacy 
development requires learners to apply knowledge and understandings to a wide 
range of contexts for varied purposes which take a learner beyond simply learning 
basic reading and writing skills. More recently, Gee et al (1996) describe the “socio-
technical” nature of learning in the 21st century. They suggest that advancing 
information and communication technologies have potential to indoctrinate learners 
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into technologically rich social relations that can merge public and private contexts. 
Gee (1996) also prefers to describe language as “Discourse”, arguing that it is always 
socially created and recreated by specific groups of people, and therefore “a product 
of social histories”(p. viii).  
Within mathematics development, Sfard (2001) argues that “communication 
should be viewed not as a mere aid to thinking, but as almost tantamount to the 
thinking itself” (p. 46). Rogoff (2008b) suggests that mathematical thinking is best 
nurtured when learners use cultural tools in ways that reflect “interpersonal and 
intercommunity uses of the tools” (p. 61). Holton and Clarke (2006) further propose 
that mathematical learning is as much about specific “conceptual development” as it 
is about developing “heuristic approaches” required for everyday problem solving (p. 
134). This study adopts these views, arguing that literacy and numeracy learning is as 
much responsive to a social and cultural milieu as it is to teaching practices.  
2.1.2 Teaching approaches 
The sociocultural approach to teaching adopted for this study acknowledges 
Wood, Bruner and Ross’ (1976) notion of pedagogic “scaffolding”. Pedagogic 
scaffolding is proposed by Holton and Clarke (2006) to shift the “locus of authority” 
within the teaching/learning cycle from being externally teacher controlled to 
internally controlled by an individual learner (p. 137). This study explores teacher 
practices from a sociocultural perspective. The implication is that a pedagogic 
framework that supports scaffolding involving transference of control from a teacher 
to individual learner is required. The following works by Wells and Claxton (2002), 
Kalantzis and Cope (2000; 2012), Luke and Freebody (1999) and Holton and Clarke 
(2006) are now discussed in terms of their utility for this study of the effects of 
NAPLAN on teacher pedagogy. 
Wells and Claxton (2002) build upon Vygotsky’s Cultural Historical Activity 
Theory (CHAT) theory. They propose that when individuals participate in joint 
activity they become inducted into a social group and take on the cultural values, 
skills and “ways of knowing” that are enacted within that group (p. 3). Their 
pedagogic framework is based on a notion that human activity “involves the whole 
person – body, mind and spirit”. They apply the term “cultural relativism” to argue 
that no “centrally planned pedagogy” is sufficient to meet the diverse needs of all 
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students in all learning contexts. Wells and Claxton’s (2002) framework includes 
practices such as “meaningful, collaborative activity” aimed at enhancing student 
participation in group learning; “appropriation and transformation” which 
acknowledges learning as a cultural activity that is “inherently social”; “guided 
participation” wherein a more knowledgeable person shares their expertise and 
mastery; and “recognition of diversity” to support individual student needs (pp. 6-9). 
Although Wells and Claxton’s framework provides a sociocultural viewpoint, CHAT 
is “fundamentally cultural rather than face-to-face social” (p. 11).  
This study focuses on the intentions and actions of Yr 3, 5 and 7 teachers 
whose classroom cultural contexts and student social interactions are influenced by a 
recommendation that test preparation material be regarded as a useful tool to prepare 
students for NAPLAN (Masters, 2009). According to Kalantzis and Cope (2000; 
2012) “human knowledge is embedded in social, cultural and material contexts” 
developed through “collaborative interactions” within “communities of learners” 
engaged in “historically and socially constituted practices” (p. 30). Their pedagogic 
framework regards teaching as a “complex integration” requiring; “situated practice” 
through immersion in real life simulations; “overt instruction” whereby a teacher 
scaffolds collaborative learning activities that encourage learners to gain explicit 
information required to tackle more complex tasks; “critical framing” that engages 
learners in interpreting social and cultural contexts and “transformed practice” 
whereby learners transfer their knowledge to other contexts or cultural sites (pp. 31-
33). This study specifically explores teachers’ everyday and test preparation 
pedagogies rather than how learners interpret any social and cultural contexts of 
NAPLAN or transfer knowledge from everyday and test preparation activity to 
NAPLAN test-taking in efforts to improve test performance.  
Within the context of Australia, Luke and Freebody’s (1999) Four Resources 
Model describes a repertoire of literacy practices including: code breaker; meaning 
maker; text user and analyst.  This “family of practices” acknowledges and builds 
upon learners’ individual histories, capabilities and learning potential within a group, 
community and wider society (pp. 6-7). Luke and Freebody also formulated 
Productive Pedagogies which has served to guide teacher practices in Queensland 
for over 10 years (Queensland Department of Education Training and Employment, 
2002) (see section 3.2.2). Arguably, Productive Pedagogies describe a broad and 
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extensive repertoire of everyday teaching practices that, although supportive of 
pedagogic scaffolding, extend beyond teacher practices within the specific context of 
NAPLAN test preparation. Therefore, a pedagogic model that provides a succinct 
scaffolded approach is necessary for this study. 
Holton and Clarke’s (2006) pedagogic model is founded on Vygotsky’s (1978, 
1986) notion of a “zone” wherein learner potential is nurtured through socially rich 
collaborative activity, and Wood et al (1976) notion of “scaffolding” (see section 3.2 
for elaboration).  This model identifies three scaffolding types; expert whereby a 
teacher or more competent peer takes specific responsibility for knowledge and skill 
development; reciprocal which encourages peer collaboration and a shared 
responsibility for learning; and self whereby a learner takes full responsibility for 
their learning by applying self-scaffolding strategies when undertaking problem 
solving tasks.  Unlike other pedagogic frameworks previously outlined, Holton and 
Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model does not provide an extensive range of 
teacher practices and learner knowledge and skills development.  Nonetheless, their 
model is underpinned by a similar sociocultural view of teaching and learning 
adopted for this study and provides a concise lens to explore intended and enacted 
pedagogies of Year 3, 5 and 7 teachers at two Queensland schools who are required 
to provide everyday literacy and numeracy sessions as well as NAPLAN preparation. 
Social and cultural beliefs about learning, teaching and assessment are 
interwoven throughout a learning phase with assessment seen as a regularly 
scheduled opportunity to provide ongoing formative feedback (Kozulin & Gindis, 
2007).  In order to investigate this notion further, a sociocultural approach to 
assessment is next discussed.  
2.1.3 Assessment approaches 
Assessment, from a sociocultural view, is considered integral and vital to 
quality education (Klenowski, 2008). The focus of this study on the effects of 
standardised assessment (NAPLAN) on teachers’ everyday practices adopts such a 
view and is supportive of the notion that mental development requires social 
participation in culturally determined activities (Wertsch, 1995; Wertsch, Del Rio, & 
Alvarez, 1995). Standardised assessment, from a sociocultural perspective, measures 
only the completed part of a child’s independent mental ability to perform specific 
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behaviours and characteristic functions at a particular point in time (Vygotsky, 
1987).  This perspective acknowledges potential for a student to achieve at a higher 
cognitive level within a learning environment that provides collaborative, socially 
supportive partnerships, working on culturally reflective problem-based learning 
activities.   
Assessment of mental ability within a sociocultural perspective of learning 
cannot just be determined through the identification of what a child has learned and 
can demonstrate, “but the manner in which he thinks on subjects about which he has 
no knowledge” (Vygotsky, 1986, p. 176).  Although NAPLAN, as a psychometric 
assessment tool, is used to measure what a child has learned at a given point in time, 
it is how teachers are using this assessment tool to plan for and build a classroom 
culture that encourages scaffolding of student learning toward higher cognitive 
potential that is of import to this study. 
Within Vygotsky’s (1962, 1978, 1986) theory of learning development, 
words and symbols of a language are regarded as the mediated means by which 
culture is transmitted.  According to Wertsch and Addison Stone (1985), linguistic 
tools and signs provide the meditational means by which to socially participate. 
Bruner (1996) suggests that culture provides the communicative tool by which 
humans organise and understand their world. These communicative “cultural tools” 
are argued by Wertsch (1985) to be a “mechanism for sociocultural change” (p. 56).  
On this premise, NAPLAN test materials, consisting of words and symbols, are 
arguably, not only an assessment and learning tool but also an historic cultural tool 
currently being implemented as a mechanism for sociocultural change within 
Australia’s education systems.  
Wertsch et. al (1995) propose that to apply a sociocultural approach to 
educational research efficiently, studies, such as this one into the effects of NAPLAN 
on teacher pedagogy, must strive to find the relationship between how such a cultural 
tool effects human actions as well as how it effects, or is affected by, the social, 
cultural and historical setting within which it is implemented.  However, with each 
development of a new cultural tool comes not only advantages but also constraints 
which need to be understood and overcome (Wertsch, et al., 1995). This study 
examines the relationship between NAPLAN related cultural tools and teachers’ 
everyday mediated pedagogic practices to support student learning. It also explores 
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how NAPLAN, as a standardised assessment tool, may be advantaging or 
constraining cultural and social settings within the context of Queensland Year 3, 
Year 5 and Year 7 classrooms.   
Vygotsky (1978) provides a view that for teachers to work from test 
information in a productive way, they need to understand the learner’s potential to 
use information to solve problems within social interaction. Specifically, Vygotsky’s 
Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) asserts that mental ability is best assessed by 
identifying “the distance between the actual developmental level as determined by 
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined 
through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable 
peers” (p. 86). Identification of mental potential above psychometrically measureable 
knowledge acquisition is argued by Vygotsky (1978) to require collaboration and 
negotiation of the curriculum.  The proposal here is that students should have input 
into their learning goals while teachers act as collaborators toward knowledge 
acquisition rather than knowledge bearers (Black, 1999; Rogoff, 1999). As 
independent competency increases, students are then proposed by Holton and Clarke 
(2006) to have capacity to self-scaffold their learning, taking full responsibility for 
intellectual growth.  
Intellectual growth, according to Vygotsky (1962, 1986) is underpinned by a 
child’s proficiency in language, regarded as the social means of thought. Here, the 
use of language and linguistic tools to solve problems is proposed to occur best 
between partners or small groups, providing social interaction opportunities wherein 
learners become aware of alternatives and other viewpoints. According to Rogoff 
(1990, 1999), the role of learner and the social environment within a classroom are 
integral and build on each other. Ideally, a teacher is required to have not only an 
ability to assess a child’s intellectual potential to reach personal knowledge 
proficiency, but also provide a range of teaching and learning strategies that 
encourage students to participate in socially and culturally supportive activities.   
This study explores the degree to which Queensland teachers are encouraging 
students to prepare for and participate in NAPLAN in efforts to achieve optimum 
literacy and numeracy achievement levels. Therefore, it is important to explore how 
student NAPLAN achievement levels may impact on their self identity as capable 
learners.  
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2.2 ASSESSMENT AND HUMAN IDENTITY 
According to Senge (2000), academic success or failure on standardised 
assessment has potential to label students as “smart” or “dumb” dependent on results. 
The Australian Curriculum Assessment and reporting Authority (2010d) suggest that 
students should be encouraged to “simply do the best they can on the [NAPLAN 
testing] day[s]”. Given students’ NAPLAN results are a major measure of literacy 
and numeracy performance in Australia, those students who successfully reach 
nationally required NAPLAN band scales (see section 2.3.4) could be regarded as 
smart, promoting positive human identity.  On the other hand, students who do not 
reach required NAPLAN band scales could experience academic failure which has 
been found to have varied negative impacts on human identity within the classroom.  
These include: 
 decreased self efficacy in students who struggle to perform or outperform  
 reduced learning engagement due to increased anxiety and stress in 
students and teachers 
 decreased teacher/student collaborative activity due to possible effects 
explicitly teaching students to complete standardised assessment. 
(Banks & Woolfson, 2008; Shores & Shannon, 2007; Wynne & Deakin-Crick, 2003) 
Any potential positive or negative effects of standardised assessment, similar to 
Australia’s NAPLAN, on human identity is worthy of further exploration and this 
therefore next discussed. 
2.2.1 Self efficacy 
Academic failure on standardised assessment invariably results in decreased 
intrinsic motivation, particularly for students who develop diminished self efficacy 
resulting from perceptions of being less able or less competent than peers. From a 
psychological perspective, Dweck (2009) proposes that student self efficacy, based 
on perceived low academic achievement, has potential to develop a fixed mindset. 
For example, students begin to strive to ‘look smart’ by maintaining academic 
success at a level they feel confident rather than developing higher-order thinking 
skills through problem solving that may require initial risk-taking and possible 
failure.   
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According to Dweck (2009), students who perceive they have low academic 
achievement may avoid difficult tasks in efforts to conceal personal weaknesses or 
mistakes. When mistakes are made, these students can become vulnerable to 
diminished self confidence and motivation if they have not developed persistence 
and resilience. In the context of NAPLAN preparation, development of student 
persistence to tackle test questions without fear of failure may potentially increase 
their intrinsic motivation to strive to do their best on test days.  Eccles and Wigfield 
(2002), and Harlen (2006) suggest that students should be encouraged to persist 
when tackling difficult problem based tasks as well as build personal resilience to 
accept mistakes as part of everyday life. Specifically, students who develop 
persistence and resilience have been found to be more responsive to extrinsic 
motivation targeted toward learning engagement rather than academic achievement.  
2.2.2 Learning engagement 
In Queensland, teachers are expected to engage students in learning about 
NAPLAN test-taking and test-wise skill development.  Arguably, active student 
engagement in learning about NAPLAN content knowledge and procedural skills has 
potential to positively impact on their test participation. Wiggins and McTighe 
(2006) claim that student engagement is enhanced when pedagogy is flexible and 
draws on past knowledge and skills while encouraging active participation in real life 
socioculturally reflective tasks.  They further claim that learning tasks should target 
student’s personal interests thereby increasing curiosity, intrinsic motivation and 
ownership of learning.  Costa and Kellick (2009) agree, further proposing that 
teaching focus can then shift to developing positive Habits of Mind where success or 
failure is no longer reflective of correct test answers. What becomes important in this 
approach is how students behave and respond when an answer is unknown or a 
situation unfamiliar.   
Within the context of Queensland education, teachers use past NAPLAN test 
questions as a mediating tool for learning tasks from which students are expected to 
respond.  According to Gulifoyle (2007), this practice has potential to develop a 
classroom culture targeted to “what gets measured gets done”, regardless of student 
interest and curiosity.  This study explores how teachers adjust their pedagogy to 
encourage students to develop a positive human identity in an education culture 
increasingly driven by standardised assessment.  
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2.2.3 Possible effects of standardised assessment 
There has been much international research into possible effects of 
standardised assessment, similar to NAPLAN. The following Table 2.2 provides one 
such research overview from Stecher (2002, pp. 87-88). 
Table 2.2 
Possible effects of standardised assessment on teachers and students 
Positive effects Negative effects 
Effects on students 
Gives students better information about their own 
knowledge and skills 
Motivates students to work harder in school 
Sends clearer signals to students about what to study 
Helps students associate personal effort with rewards 
Frustrates students and 
discourages them from trying 
Makes students more 
competitive 
Causes students to devalue 
grades and school assessments 
Effects on teachers 
Supports better diagnosis of individual student needs 
Helps teachers identify strengths and weakness in their 
curriculum 
Helps teachers identify content not mastered by students and 
redirect instruction 
Motivates teachers to work harder and smarter 
Leads teachers to align instruction with standards 
Encourages teachers to participate in professional 
development to improve instruction 
Encourages teachers to focus 
more on specific test content 
than curriculum standards 
Leads teachers to engage in 
inappropriate test preparation 
Devalues teachers’ sense of 
professional worth 
Entices teachers to cheat when 
preparing or administering tests 
 
As Stecher (2002) outlines, standardised assessment provides information that helps 
to identify student strengths and weaknesses in skills and knowledge development. It 
also has potential to motivate students and teachers to work harder and smarter and 
provides extrinsic reward through publication of successful student achievement. On 
the other hand, standardised assessment can increase student frustration levels when 
their achievement falls below nationally required levels.  It also has potential to 
increase competition between and among students as well as entice teachers to cheat 
when preparing and administering standardised tests (Stecher, 2002; Stecher, et al., 
2000). Enticement to alter resource allocations during test preparation can also occur.   
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According to Booher-Jennings (2005), teachers and school administrators can 
implement a practice referred to as “educational triage” in efforts to improve 
standardised assessment test scores.  The term ‘triage’ is synonymous with a medical 
decision making process whereby treatment is scheduled according to the severity of 
each patient’s medical condition. Within the context of Texas, USA education, the 
practice of triage allows teaching and learning intervention resources to be diverted 
to students whose standardised test results fall just below required State achievement 
levels.  These students, referred to as “bubble kids”, are “on the threshold of passing 
the test” and are therefore deemed “most likely to assist in improving school 
performance” (Booher-Jennings, 2005, p. 259).  Such a practice has also been 
referred to as a “work-around” approach whereby teachers strive to improve ‘bubble 
kids’ performance on high-stakes testing (Guilfoyle, 2007).  Although these students 
can be prioritised, and their test scores may rise, education triage, or work-around 
intervention practices, may go no way to supporting these students’ long term 
learning (Laitsch, Lewallen, & McCloskey, 2005; Nichols & Berliner, 2007).  This 
study explores how in Queensland, Australia, teachers supported the positive effects 
of NAPLAN test preparation practices whilst also mediating any potential constraints 
of this assessment tool. 
It has been suggested that learning activities and associated assessment tools 
should target students’ competency levels, similar to an apprenticeship model of 
learning (Rogoff, 1990, 1999).  Students are encouraged to develop self-regulation 
and therefore become more intrinsically motivated, requiring minimal external 
motivation from a teacher (Meece, Anderman, & Anderman, 2006). However, 
motivating students to succeed on NAPLAN requires teachers to encourage students 
to feel comfortable and competent to achieve on these literacy and numeracy tests. 
Queensland teachers are becoming professionally challenged to not only develop 
pedagogic approaches that provide socially scaffolded learning opportunities for a 
culturally diverse student population, but also implement mandated NAPLAN testing 
that may not allow any adjustments to pedagogic delivery or assessment practices.  It 
is therefore important for this study, into the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy, to 
explore how teachers provide intervention and support for all students during test 
preparation and everyday collaborative sessions. If the external motivator of 
NAPLAN is academic achievement at or above nationally agreed literacy and 
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numeracy standards, then teachers require a pedagogy that provides test preparation 
scaffolding while also providing motivational encouragement for students’ to display 
their optimum literacy and numeracy ability on test days. To further explore 
NAPLAN as an important testing regime within the context of Australia, the next 
section defines standardised assessment with particular attention given to terms such 
as standards, standardisation, psychometric measurement methods, band scales and 
national minimum standards. 
2.3 DEFINING STANDARDISED ASSESSMENT 
2.3.1 Assessment and testing 
The term “assessment” derives from the Latin, “assidere”, meaning to sit 
beside (Collins English Dictionary & Thesaurus, 2006, p. 44). A narrow example of 
assessment is an end-product task “of” learning.  Stobart (2008) describes assessment 
of learning as “gathering evidence in order to make a judgement”. The term “testing” 
is synonymous with assessment of learning. The end-product upon which students 
are judged is invariably a final test.  A test is defined as a method, practice, or 
examination designed to test a person or thing (Collins English Dictionary & 
Thesaurus, 2006). However, the Australian education system, among others, 
acknowledges three assessment types. These are assessment “of”, “for” and “as” 
learning, which makes its role far broader (Australian Ministerial Council on 
Education Employment Training and Youth Affairs, 2008c).  
Klenowski (2008) takes this broader view by describing assessment as core to 
education, suggesting that quality assessment is “the key to good education and 
inseparable from curriculum” (p. 140). This implies that assessment and curriculum 
are inextricably linked, which also infers that pedagogy and assessment are linked. 
This study aims to determine how NAPLAN test preparation can influence teacher 
pedagogy. It also considers how making these tests’ results available in the public 
domain, like the “My School” website (Australian Curriculum Assessment and 
Reporting Authority, 2010c) can affect classroom teaching and learning standards.  
The term “standards” is next defined in comparison with this study’s adoption of the 
term “standardisation” in reference to NAPLAN. 
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2.3.2 Standards and standardisation 
Within the realm of Australian education, the term “standards” has long 
referred to teacher performance, curriculum content and student achievement, which, 
although linked, have quite different contexts, purposes and roles to play in the 
classroom (Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2009). Within Queensland education, 
standards are levels or benchmarks used to judge performance. However, Klenowski 
(2008) states that standards are contestable in this sense as they are “ubiquitous”, 
adding that “there are no simple measuring instruments that can be used to determine 
an appropriate value for a student’s achievement or for that matter of a school” (p. 
143). Broadfoot (1996) similarly claims that “any kind of educational measurement 
can be at best only a rough estimate of particular kinds of ability” (p. 13).  
The term “standardisation”, on the other hand, refers to the way assessment is 
constructed, scheduled, implemented and scored. Also referred to as “formalised 
assessment” (Broadfoot, 1996, p. 8) standardised tests, like those implemented in the 
National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) (Australian 
Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010d), are identically constructed 
and implemented on the same day, at the same time, using the same prescriptive 
format. NAPLAN numeracy, reading and language conventions tests are scored 
electronically to reduce human subjectivity. Although this style of standardisation 
approach to assessment attempts to account for subjectivity during test scoring, it is 
not concerned with a broader view of the learner and learning, or pedagogy 
influences (Broadfoot, 1996; Gipps, 1994). On the other hand, students’ NAPLAN 
genre writing tasks are “marked by assessors” using “a set of specific criteria” 
(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2012). Although 
criteria based marking by assessors may result in human subjectivity, “intensive 
training in the application of a set of ten writing criteria” is provided to minimise 
potential impacts of this style of human-based test scoring (Australian Curriculum 
Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2012). 
While the distinction between standards and standardisation is important, the 
main issue for this study is the effect of standardised assessment in the form of 
NAPLAN on teachers’ pedagogies. In the UK, Wiliam (1996) argues that 
standardised assessment not only enables teachers to compare student performances, 
but their results also attract a degree of “value”.  Stakeholder interest determines the 
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value of standardised assessment results, so, the higher the interest, the higher the 
value. Gipps (1994) suggests that when a high value is placed on standardised 
assessment results, these tests become “high-stakes” because of their “high symbolic 
value”(p. 35). In Australia, NAPLAN is becoming “high-stakes” due to increased 
interest in student test performance which, in turn, increases the need for more 
testing reliability to address the standardising of influences such as timing, 
implementation and scoring.  
Due to the above mentioned definitions of assessment, standards and 
standardisation, and the potential value of test results, NAPLAN is identified as 
standardised assessment rather than standards-based assessment which are able to be 
conducted without comparing students’ performances. Indeed, performance 
comparison is proposed by the Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 
Authority (2010c) to be a strength of NAPLAN in that “schools can be compared 
with other schools that serve similar students” as well as comparing a school’s 
literacy and numeracy progress since 2008.  Standardised assessment can be further 
defined by its purpose. For example, in 2002, the UK’s Assessment Reform Group 
formulated 10 principles underpinning Assessment for Learning (see Appendix B) 
which were adopted by Australia’s Curriculum Corporation (2008) to guide its 
assessment practices.  Australia’s Curriculum Corporation is currently referred to as 
the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) (2010a), 
which directs this nation’s implementation of NAPLAN.   
NAPLAN is an assessment tool that enables literacy and numeracy academic 
judgements to be made about a learner in relation to peers. Therefore, the purpose of 
NAPLAN is assessment “of” student learning rather than “for” learning. Cotton 
(1995) describes this style of summative psychometric assessment as requiring 
students “to complete tasks by a given deadline so that a future performance 
prediction can be made” (p. 26). The next section outlines psychometric 
measurement methods. 
2.3.3  Psychometric measurement methods 
According to Cotton (1995), traditional standardised assessment methods use 
psychometric measurement in the following ways:  
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 tests of attainment — used widely in education, training and occupational 
arenas  
 general intelligence tests — used to identify a person’s capacity to think 
abstractly and reason logically 
 verbal ability tests — from factual comprehension through to advanced 
lexicographical forms, which are extremely difficult to decode 
 numerical ability tests — used to identify a person’s number sense and 
ability to use numbers in various degrees of mathematical difficulty 
 spatial ability tests — usually displayed in 3D to identify left-right brain 
functionality.  
NAPLAN tests contain each of these characteristics, so could be considered a 
highly comprehensive, psychometric measurement tool. However, while defining 
differences among testing types is important this study’s aim is not to question the 
validity of these characteristics or the reliability of psychometric testing in general. 
Rather, it examines the effects of NAPLAN on Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 teacher 
practices aimed at supporting student learning in the context of Queensland, 
Australia.  Student performance on NAPLAN is reported using bands of achievement 
on assessment scales.  This style of reporting allows comparison of student 
performance against Australia’s national minimum standards in literacy and 
numeracy. The terms ‘band scales’ and ‘national minimum standards’ are next 
defined. 
2.3.4 Band scales and national minimum standards  
This study specifically focuses on NAPLAN, directed by the Australian 
Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (2010a).  Therefore, the study 
adopts the Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority’s (2010a) 
explanation of the use and purposes of band scaling:   
“NAPLAN results are reported using five scales, one for each of the domains 
of Reading, Writing, and Numeracy, and two for Language Conventions 
domain (one scale for spelling, and one for grammar and punctuation). Each 
of the NAPLAN assessment scales describes the development of student 
achievement from Year 3 through to Year 9 along a ten-band scale. The scale 
for each domain is divided into ten bands to cover the full range of student 
achievement in the tests.” (par 1-2) 
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The following Figure 2.1 displays how student NAPLAN achievement is reported 
against Australia’s National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy 
“National Assessment Scale” (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 
Authority, 2011d). 
Figure 2.1. National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy National Assessment Scale 
According to the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority 
(2011f), using a common band scale that includes an Australian national average 
allows monitoring of student literacy and numeracy achievement in each of the five 
tested domains from Year 3 to Year 9. Australia’s national average, also referred to 
as the “All Australian Schools’ average” is determined by “the average of all scores 
of Australian students in each year level for each NAPLAN test domain” (Australian 
Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c).   
The “All Australian Schools’ average” identifies students as performing above, 
at, or below “National Minimum Standards”.  These standards provide “a snapshot of 
typical achievement” and “represent increasingly challenging tasks” (Australian 
Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c).  Arguably, the intention of 
NAPLAN testing and subsequent publishing of results on the “My School” 
(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c) website is not 
only to encourage comparison of schools’ performances but also to make schools 
more competitive in an effort to improve literacy and numeracy levels throughout 
Australia. 
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This study explores how, in the context of Queensland, teachers prepare 
students to complete challenging NAPLAN tasks. However, USA and UK education 
reforms are acknowledged by this study to be influential to Australia’s teaching and 
assessment practices and are therefore next outlined.  
2.4 STANDARDISED ASSESSMENT AT INTERNATIONAL LEVEL 
USA and UK education reforms have invariably influenced Australia’s 
education policy and practice.  For example, although outcomes-based education 
proved quite devastating in some USA states throughout the 1980s, Australia still 
implemented these practices in the 1990s and more recently (Cullen, 2006; 
Queensland Department of Education, 1994; Queensland Studies Authority, 2004).  
Also, in 2008, the Australian federal government formulated the Melbourne 
Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians (Australian Ministerial 
Council on Education Employment Training and Youth Affairs, 2008c). This latest 
declaration outlines two broad goals for Australian education over the next 10 years: 
Australian schools will promote equity and excellence. 
All young Australians will become: successful learners, confident and creative 
individuals, and active and informed citizens. 
Although varied Australian State and Territory education systems were consulted 
when formulating this declaration, ultimately the UK’s Qualifications and 
Curriculum Authority’s policy Futures in Action: Building a 21st-Century 
Curriculum informed drafting of the second goal (Australian Ministerial Council on 
Education Employment Training and Youth Affairs, 2008c, p. 20). Arguably, 
Australia’s Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians is 
largely based on UK education policy which may or may not reflect the diverse 
nature of educational needs of students attending schools throughout Australia’s 
varied States and Territories (Australian Ministerial Council on Education 
Employment Training and Youth Affairs, 2008c).  Similar to the USA and UK, since 
2008, Australia has implemented standardised assessment in the form of NAPLAN 
despite increasing international scrutiny. The following Table 2.3 provides an 
overview of reviewed research literature relevant to standardised assessment 
practices in these three countries. 
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Table 2.3 
Assessment research projects in chronological order 
Researcher/s Origin Participant/s Overview Key findings 
Koretz, Linn, 
Dunbar & 
Shepard (1991) 
USA 840 Grade 3 
student test 
results from 
36 schools  
This quantitative study compared 
districts’ test score results and test 
results administered by the researchers 
to determine whether test achievements 
scores success is extended over other 
comparable tests. 
Students didn’t generalize well between tests but did 
generalize more successfully in reading than maths.  
Concerns were raised about the effects of standardised 
assessment on the quality of teaching instruction.  Also 
unexplainable standardised assessment test score gains 
from some minority groups. 
Shepard & 
Cutts-Dougherty 
(1991) 
USA Grade 3, 5 
and 6 
teachers 
(42% 
response rate) 
Part of the larger Koretz et al (1991) 
study.  This quantitative study examines 
the effects of standardised assessment 
on instruction in two high-stakes school 
districts. 
 Teachers felt pressure from district administration 
and the media to improve test scores 
 Teachers emphasise basic skills instruction 
 Non-tested curriculum content suffers 
 Distortion of instruction due to test preparation 
 Time allocation to test preparation 
 Instances of cheating 
 Extensive use of results to compare, rank and 
resource schools/districts 
 Negative impacts of standardised assessment 
outweighed the positives  
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Researcher/s Origin Participant/s Overview Key findings 
Smith, Edelsky, 
Draper, 
Rottenberg, & 
Cherland, 
(1991) 
USA  29 teachers This 18 month qualitative study’s 
purpose was to identify and understand 
“ordinary instruction”.  It focussed on 
pedagogical practices, teacher-student 
interactions, time allocation, resources 
and classroom interruptions.   Focus 
was also placed on standardised 
assessment validity, effects on teachers 
and students and test preparation 
procedures. Findings were compared to 
literature regarding effects of 
standardised assessment.   
Reform using high-stakes testing produces instructional 
style of pedagogy which is suggested to be harmful to 
underprivileged students. 
Gipps, C 
Broadfoot, P 
Dockrell, B 
Harlen, W 
Nuttall, D 
(1992) 
UK Gathering of 
varied 
research 
findings  
Members of the BERA policy task 
group reviewed varied research findings 
to identify s range of difficulties and 
issues regarding National Curriculum 
Assessment (NCA) 
Research evidence identified severe shortcomings which 
resulted in negative effects of NCA.  Recommendations 
include the use of student profiling and school-based 
formative assessment. 
Stobart, G 
Elwood, J 
(1992) 
UK External 
examinations 
(GCSE) 
results  
An analysis of external examination 
results by gender.  The purpose of this 
statistical review was to identify the 
take-up and outcomes by gender for 16+ 
students undertaking external 
examinations before speculating on the 
causes for any identified patterns. 
Findings included the impact of x chromosome on 
spatial visualisation, the role of hormones and the 
differences in brain lateralisation, how past experiences 
are transferred to an external examination experience, 
the expectation for student to be successful in 
mathematics, the value placed on the examination due to 
its role in furthering career opportunity, and the use of 
assessment techniques and possible bias.  
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Researcher/s Origin Participant/s Overview Key findings 
Phelps (1998) USA Public 
responses  
This quantitative study sourced public 
responses on test related sections of 
over 70 polls and surveys comprising 
over 100 questions and items.  
The public is strongly in favour of high-stakes testing 
and wants more of them as well as more teaching to the 
test. 
McNeil and 
Valenzuela 
(2000) 
USA Hundreds of 
Texas 
teachers and 
dozens of 
administrator
s 
A ten year longitudinal study of Texan 
teachers and administrators in three 
high schools gathered and analysed 
information about the state’s test-based 
accountability system. 
Curricular content was trivialised. Teachers become 
deskilled due to an emphasis on accountability.  
Although more students begin to pass standardised 
assessment fewer students are actually reading. A 
widening gap between the privileged and minority 
students. 
Stecher, Barron, 
Chun and Ross 
(2000) 
USA 150 
principals 
400 Grade 4 
and 7 literacy 
and maths 
teachers 
Quantitative study sourced responses to 
familiarity to reform in the areas of 
curriculum, pedagogy and assessment, 
professional development participation,  
High-stakes assessment caused Principals increased 
pressure for students to do well, teachers to shift 
instructional time away from non-tested subjects and 
implementing test preparation activities.  Time 
allocation and test burden on teachers and students was 
also found to be a concern. 
Levin (2001) UK Collection of 
resources 
from New 
Zealand, 
England, 
Canada 
(Alberta, 
Manitoba) 
and US state 
of Minnesota   
A comparative study of educational 
reform across multiple countries 
(excluding Australia). A collection of 
educational literature, original 
documents and source materials, related 
works from other educational 
researchers, secondary analysis of 
existing data and new interview data 
was used to form discussion and 
findings. 
Findings from this extensive study include varied 
within-government pressures dependent of the 
parliamentary system, that reforms need to be grounded 
empirically and that the notion of globalisation requires 
further investigation with regard to policy sharing. 
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Researcher/s Origin Participant/s Overview Key findings 
Bersola (2002) USA 187 Maths 
and English 
teachers from 
8 California 
public high 
schools. 
This quantitative study explored how 
teacher knowledge, attitude, experience 
and performance as well as subject area 
effects high-stakes testing. 
Found heightened instances of cheating.  The USA 
testing movement receives strong support from parents 
and politicians due to standardised assessment potential 
to increase academic standards and access to educational 
resources. 
Torrance and 
Coultas (2004) 
UK 105 books, 
articles and 
research 
reports  
This study focussed on reviewing 
literature targeting summative 
assessment of 16-19 year old school 
leavers.  A significant amount of 
literature focussed on educational policy 
and systemic developments rather than 
learner experiences. 
Findings suggest that standardised assessment does more 
harm than good although more evidence across multiple 
educational sectors is required.  The contribution of 
motivation toward testing is also an issue that requires 
further research.  
 
Ayres, Sawyer 
and Dinham   
(2004) 
AUS Year 12 
Teachers 
A qualitative study conducted in New 
South Wales, Australia, on teachers of 
high-achieving Year 12 students 
undertaking final high-stakes 
examinations. 
No evidence was found that the high-stakes examination 
inhibited best-practice teaching.  Teacher success was 
contributed to student-teacher relationship, classroom 
practice, student-student interactions and faculty 
cooperation. 
Pringle and 
Martin (2005) 
USA 100 teachers 
(survey 
response = 38  
valid returns) 
This quantitative study explored the 
potential impact of standardised 
assessment on elementary science 
teachers in one Florida school district. 
The purpose was to explore the possible 
impacts of standardised assessment on 
elementary science curriculum, teaching 
and learning.  
Found science teachers’ were concerned about:  
 effects of poor reading skills on student performance  
 time constraints to include daily science lessons  
 too much emphasis on the test  
 teacher preparedness 
 the unknown about the test expectations such as the 
format and student preparedness 
 social stigma associated with low-test performance 
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Researcher/s Origin Participant/s Overview Key findings 
Cumming J, 
Wyatt-Smith  C, 
Elkins J, & 
Neville M, 
(2006) 
AUS Years 3 and 5 
teachers from 
seven Qld 
schools 
Seven Queensland schools participated 
in this qualitative multiple case study of 
teachers’ assessment practices, 
perceptions of standardised assessment 
and student achievement on the Year 3 
and 5 literacy and numeracy state-based 
testing in accordance with Queensland 
Studies Authority.  The schools’ use of 
test data, instruction planning and 
student learning was also investigated. 
Findings led to 36 recommendations including 
refinement and improved use of literacy and numeracy 
frameworks, access to student work samples as 
exemplars during moderation procedures, increasing 
teacher ability to identify at-risk students, provision of 
professional development for teachers and 
administrators, and the development of test data 
software. 
Dodge (2007) USA 91 K-12- 
principals in 
eight rural 
East 
Tennessee 
school 
systems. 
A quantitative study into the impact of 
standardized testing with an emphasis 
on teaching and learning in kindergarten 
through 12th grade in United States 
schools. 
Positive principal views of standardized testing as a 
useful accountability tool.  Test data is used in various 
ways to improve school performance.  The majority of 
students partake in test practice sessions to prepare for 
standardized tests.  Standardized testing should not be 
the only means of determining student learning. 
Leggett (2007) USA 30 middle 
school 
science 
teachers from 
low-
performing 
schools in 
California 
Gathered and analysed results from the 
California Teacher’s Perceptions of 
Standards-Based Reform survey to 
measure teacher experiences with 
standards-based reform. 
90% of teachers reported negative perceptions of 
changes made.  Teacher motivation and  their positive 
attitudes toward administrators enhances the 
effectiveness of reform efforts 
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Researcher/s Origin Participant/s Overview Key findings 
Nichols and 
Berliner (2007) 
USA Individuals 
and groups 
Gathered reports of personal 
experiences with standardised 
assessment from various individuals and 
groups in the USA.  Applied 
Campbell’s Law (1975) to identify 
possible corruption in the USA 
education systems 
Teacher competence requires 3 to 5 years to develop and 
up to 7 years to increase student performance on 
standardized assessment. 
recommendations for alternatives to standardized 
assessment: 
Formative assessments.  
An independent inspectorate 
End-of-course examinations.  
Performance tests 
Value-added assessment.  
Thompson, G 
(2012) 
AUS Western 
Australia and 
South 
Australia 
teachers  
Online quantitative survey for teachers 
aimed at identifying the effects of 
NAPLAN on their school community.  
Project includes four phases with data 
from fieldwork and artefact collection 
scheduled until 2014 
Department of Education and Training in Western 
Australia report no improvement in student literacy and 
numeracy NAPLAN performance from 2008 – 2011. 
This project is ongoing. 
Au, W 
(2007) 
USA Analysis of 
49 qualitative 
studies 
Meta-synthesis qualitative study into 
effects of high stakes testing on 
curriculum (curriculum defined content, 
knowledge form and pedagogy) 
On the one hand, curricula content is narrowed to tested 
subjects, increased use of teacher-centred pedagogies.  
On the other, certain types of high stakes testing can 
expand curriculum content and be more student-centred.  
Any shift is dependent on test structures.   
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Researcher/s Origin Participant/s Overview Key findings 
Barrett, B 
(2009) 
USA Six veteran, 
two early 
career and 
two pre-
service 
primary and 
secondary 
New York 
teachers  
Quantitative “Professional Practice” 
survey responses were examined 
through Bersteinian theory to identify 
shifts in pedagogy arising from the No 
Child Left Behind USA government 
policy 
 
 
Tensions exist between teachers’ internal beliefs and 
commitments compared with external official demands 
on pedagogic practices, including educational triage. 
Doecke, 
Kostogriz and 
Illesca 
(2010) 
AUS Primary 
teachers at a 
north 
Melbourne 
school 
Qualitative focus group interviews with 
teachers at their school site.  Questions 
aimed to identify tensions between 
standardised testing and practice.  
Specific focus on why the Australian 
Government is mandating NAPLAN 
and how teachers can restrict their 
implementation. 
Standardised testing is additional to teacher workload 
which is impacting their understanding of curriculum, 
pedagogy and teacher-student relationships 
 
Knapp, P 
(2012) 
AUS NAPLAN 
related data 
on My 
School 
website 
Compared school NAPLAN results with 
their socio-educational data published 
on the My School website 
Found a link between a student’s NAPLAN results and 
their parent/carer socio-educational background data.  
Higher background parents/carers child/ren produced 
higher NAPLAN results than lower background 
parents/carers whose child/ren produced lower 
NAPLAN results. 
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2.4.1 United States of America  
USA standardised assessment research findings are of relevance to this study 
into the effects of NAPLAN on Queensland, Australia teacher practices. The findings 
suggest:   
 pedagogic shifts toward instructional strategies 
 pedagogic focus on test-tasking and test content development  
 practices aimed at ensuring “No Child” is “Left Behind” (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2007) 
 tensions between teacher professionalism, government education policy 
school-based priorities. 
Such research findings fuel debate about potential positive and negative impacts of 
standardised assessment and require further exploration. 
Pedagogic shifts towards instructional strategies 
Smith, Edelsky, Draper, Rottenberg, and Cherland (1991) found that a 
pedagogic shift towards instructional strategies can harm underprivileged students. 
Meanwhile, McNeil and Valenzuela (2000) report that the gap between minority and 
privileged students has widened since standardised assessment was introduced in 
Texas. More recently, Reardon (2011) suggests the academic achievement gap 
between rich and poor USA students continues to widen. On the other hand, Shepard 
and Dougherty (1991) identify the benefits of accessing additional resources for 
underachieving students resulting from low standardised test scores. These findings 
are important considerations for Australian educators who are preparing their 
students for NAPLAN by focusing specifically on test-taking and test content 
development. 
Pedagogic focus on test-taking and test content development 
McNeil and Valenzuela (2000) argue that a test-based accountability system 
within education that encourages teachers to focus on test-taking and test content 
development may reduce the teacher’s role in curriculum decision making, change 
pedagogic delivery, and restrict learning conditions. Valli and Beuse (2007) agree, 
describing a deskilling of teacher practices whereby instruction is continually 
narrowed to test-taking strategy and tested content development. These and other 
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studies identify positive and negative impacts of standardised assessment practices in 
the USA, which may become apparent within Australia’s context given the 
mandating of NAPLAN standardised testing.  Nonetheless, Phelps (1998) argues that 
the USA general public is strongly in favour of high-stakes testing and teachers 
teaching to a high-stakes test.  
High-stakes testing is proposed by Stecher et al (2000) to require increased 
time allocation for test preparation and test taking which can become burdensome. 
They argue that high-stakes assessment causes increased pressure on Principals to 
request teachers to shift instructional time to test preparation activity in efforts to 
improve student standardised test performance. However, Dodge (2007) reports 
positive responses from rural Tennessee Principals regarding standardised 
assessment as an education accountability tool and test data use to improve school 
performance. Within the context of Australia, school Principals and teachers are 
recommended by Masters (2009) to prepare students for NAPLAN and therefore 
have potential to become burdened with test preparation activity in efforts to improve 
students’ NAPLAN performance. Arguably, any test preparation activity in the USA 
is aimed at ensuring “No Child” is “Left behind” (U.S. Department of Education, 
2007). 
Practices aimed at ensuring “No Child” is “Left Behind” 
High-stakes standardised assessment continues to be implemented throughout 
the USA in response to the “No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)” (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2007). Briefly, NCLB is a standards-based education 
practice that allows each American State to determine its own education achievement 
standards with standardised tests used as a means of measuring student academic 
performance (U.S. Department of Education, 2007). An expectation is that 100 
percent of children in elementary to secondary schools in each state will achieve their 
State’s set education standards by 2014. Interestingly, Koretz and team (Koretz, 
1990; Koretz, et al., 1991) report instances of unexplainable standardised test score 
gains from some minority groups. In addition, Bersola (2002) identifies instances of 
cheating strategies which teachers can instigate in an effort to enhance student 
results. Nichols and Berliner (2007) argue that various forms of cheating are 
potential effects of high-stakes testing.  
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Although USA research has identified incidences of negative impacts of high-
stakes testing, Australia has implemented mandated standardised NAPLAN testing 
and adopted a similar standards-based approach by formulating National Minimum 
Standards that apply to all States and Territories (see section 2.3.4). In the USA, 
student literacy and numeracy academic improvement at each school is recorded on 
an annual Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) report (U.S. Department of Education, 
2007).  
An AYP reports the level of student academic improvement, or otherwise, on 
annually scheduled standardised tests.  Comparing standardised test results of a 
current year’s tested student cohort results, with the previous years’ student cohort 
results, identifies student improvement in the US.  This is similar to Australia’s 
NAPLAN Year 3, 5, 7 and 9 student cohort results reported on the My School 
website so that comparisons can be made between current and past student cohort 
performance (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c) 
Similarly, in Australian schools where students have apparently performed below 
national minimum standards there is a requirement for school administrators to 
complete an annual Literacy and Numeracy National Partnership School Action Plan 
(see section 5.1).  Further, research findings from USA research have also proposed 
tensions between teacher professionalism, government policy and school-based 
practices. 
Tensions between teacher professionalism, government education policy and 
school-based priorities 
For example, Pringle and Martin (2005) highlight potential social stigma 
associated with low-test performance students, teachers and their schools. Similarly, 
Leggett (2007) finds that teachers from low-performing USA schools report negative 
perceptions of standards-based reforms using standardised assessment as a major 
performance measurement tool. Meanwhile, Barrett (2009) suggests that tensions 
exist between teachers’ professional beliefs and commitments to individual student 
learning and pedagogic demands arising from external government and school-based 
policy and priorities. However, Au (2007) argues that any curriculum and pedagogic 
constraints or advantages arising from standardised assessment practices are 
dependent on the structures of tests.  
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Standardised assessment constraints and advantages lie at the core of this 
study, which explores changes to teacher practices occurring in Queensland 
classrooms due to the expected implementation of NAPLAN test preparation. This 
study acknowledges that Australian education practices are influenced by USA and 
as well as UK education initiatives.  Therefore, the next section reviews research 
findings regarding any effects of standardised assessment within the UK context.  
2.4.2 United Kingdom 
Similar to the USA, UK research into any effects of standardised assessment 
on education practices has been found to focus on potential impacts on teacher 
pedagogies as well as student performance potential. For example, Stobart & Elwood 
(1992) propose that gender hormonal differences, students’ past test experiences, the 
value placed on an examination, assessment techniques and potential bias all impact 
on student test results.  Meanwhile, Torrance and Coultas (2004) report that 
summative assessment for 16-19 year old school leavers can do “more harm than 
good” (p. 34). To this point, this study specifically targets any effects of standardised 
assessment on Queensland teachers’ pedagogies, including how teachers are 
motivating their students to prepare for and complete NAPLAN testing. Of interest  
is UK standardised assessment research that finds impacts regarding:  
 a wash-back effect of teaching to a test 
 reliability of standardised assessment preparation practices 
 education reform practices targeting teacher remuneration 
These impacts are important considerations for Australian teachers preparing 
students for NAPLAN testing and are therefore further explored. 
Wash-back effect of teaching to a test 
Gipps, Broadfoot, Dockrell, Harlen and Nuttall (1992) identify severe 
shortcomings resulting in negative effects arising from a nationally assessed UK 
curriculum.  Gipps (1994) argues that standardised assessment increases the 
emphasis on academic results, regardless of a student’s individual needs. Gipps 
(1994) further proposes that “teaching to the test” does not support students’ 
metacognitive skill development, which is required if students are to become active, 
reflective thinkers. This suggests that students’ standardised assessment results could 
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improve simply because teachers adopt traditional teaching practices targeting 
content knowledge and procedural skills required for successful achievement on the 
test.  
Meanwhile, Broadfoot (1996) accuses standardised testing of escalating 
competition among stakeholders and encouraging increased bureaucratic, centralised 
control.  Broadfoot (1996) regards such an assessment culture as a “measurement-
driven instruction movement” that has a “washback effect”.  Specifically, Broadfoot 
(1996) argues that “assessment procedures are deliberately manipulated to encourage 
emphasis on particular learning outcomes”, which will “effect changes in pedagogy” 
and “effect the entire teaching-learning process in both form and substance” (p. 30). 
The point here is that Australian classroom teachers may resort to teaching to the 
tests that have the greatest value, like NAPLAN. These international research 
findings sustain an argument that Australian educators should mediate any potential 
constraints arising from NAPLAN on pedagogic practices, particularly if 
standardised assessment practices prove unreliable to support individual student 
needs. 
Reliability of standardised assessment preparation practices 
Reliability issues surrounding standardised test questions, scheduling, 
implementation, marking and scoring all affect standardised assessment validity. In 
the UK, Gipps (1994) argues that “teachers see it as part of their professional duty to 
make sure that their pupils have the best possible chance they can to pass the test” (p. 
35). Broadfoot (1996) agrees, further suggesting that teachers will teach whatever 
procedures, skills and knowledge students need, particularly for those tests of 
greatest value.   
Cotton (1995), on the other hand, prefers to theorise about assessment, 
providing descriptive guidelines for how teachers can create a reliable assessment 
environment and successfully implement formal assessments, similar to NAPLAN.  
It appears logical that if teachers develop a classroom culture and pedagogy that 
support point-in-time standardised summative testing practices, then students’ results 
on these tests will be reliable and valid. However, the potential for test score 
polluting is raised by Gipps (1994) who considers such occurrences a major ethical 
dilemma. The following Table 2.1 provides an overview of the disparity between 
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Cotton’s (1995) work on formal assessment guidelines and Gipps’ (1994) work on 
test score polluting. 
Table 2.4 
Comparative overview of “Formal assessment guidelines” and “Test score polluting” 
Formal assessment guidelines 
(Cotton, 1995)  
Test score polluting 
(Gipps, 1994) 
Pre-examination tasks are provided prior to the 
examination date. 
Motivation to complete the test is enhanced by 
the teacher, where students complete material 
designed to improve test performance prior to 
the formal examination. 
Assessment methods are outlined and 
practised. 
Teachers teach test-taking skills, where 
students complete questions similar to or 
harder than the actual test items. 
Definitive details of assessment content are 
provided. 
Curriculum and subsequent teaching 
objectives are developed that suit the test. 
 
Cotton (1995) advocates an assessment culture that supports providing pre-
examination tasks and details of assessment requirements. In contrast, Gipps (1994) 
advises against these provisions, arguing that they cause test score polluting whereby 
teachers specifically teach students the objectives and skills required to complete the 
tests, and use materials specifically designed to enhance test performance.  Within 
the Australian context, teachers are encouraged to use test preparation materials to 
prepare students for NAPALN testing. Australian teachers are also preparing to 
compete for additional remuneration based on, among other indicators, student 
NAPLAN test performance.  
Education reform practices targeting teacher remuneration 
Levin (2001) suggests education reform practices are impacted by internal 
government pressures to improve teaching and learning dependent on each country’s 
respective parliamentary system. For example, UK based research has found ongoing 
problems with performance related pay for teachers as determined by student 
achievement on standardised assessment (Forrester, 2005). Both Gipps (1994) and 
Broadfoot (1996) advise caution when introducing a payment-by-results 
remuneration system, but for different reasons.  
Gipps (1994) argues that such a teacher payment system has a powerful 
labelling capacity where teachers’ professional value can become largely judged in 
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relation to their students’ standardised assessment performances. As well as 
acknowledging this potential, Broadfoot (1996) also regards this type of teacher 
payment system more as a political endeavour to control mass educational content 
and gain tighter fiscal control over the education system which may not benefit 
individual student learning.   
Due to an identified lack of Australian based research into the effects of past 
standardised assessment influences on teacher practices, the next section 2.5 reviews 
past Australian education policy and practice literature to reveal that the 
implementation of standardised testing as a measure of educational quality in this 
country is not a new phenomenon, although NAPLAN is the first to be nationally 
mandated. 
2.5 STANDARDISED ASSESSMENT IN THE AUSTRALIAN CONTEXT 
Since 1797, Australian students have undertaken various versions of 
standardised assessment designed to provide a measure of educational performance.  
These have been largely influenced not only by evolving theories of learning and 
pedagogic approaches to teaching and learning, but also by Australian federal and 
state educational assessment policy and practice trends, next chronicled. 
Table 2.5 
Chronology of major standardised assessment policies and practices in Australia 
Year Major standardised assessment policies and practices in Australia 
1790s Students were required to visit the Governor for inspection of dress, hygiene and 
work samples.  Clergymen were largely responsible for Australia’s standard of 
education. 
1800s Large numbers of students housed in halls.  Examinations determined grading of 
students into uniform attainment grades regardless of age.  Governor inspections 
by way of Clergy/Church reporting. 
1820s First standardised, half-yearly examinations administered by Principal Lawrence 
Halloran at his Sydney school.  Governor inspections discontinued. 
1840s Depression era - Governor inspection of student achievement was reintroduced 
to monitor expenditure - supported by the 1844 Lowe Report by Robert Lowe. 
1850s Gold rush era.  Standardised examination practices became increasingly difficult 
to implement due to population mobility and geographic settlement expansion. 
1860s Victoria’s 1862 Revised Code supported ‘payment by results’ for teachers.  The 
Public Schools Act, 1866, required government inspectors to examine every 
student in every state school individually using standardised assessment. 
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1870s In 1873 standardised Scholarship examinations began for entry into higher 
education and by the end of the decade education was declared to be free, 
compulsory and secular - The State Education Act 1875 in Queensland and 
national Public Institution Act 1880.  
1880s The inspectorial Scholarship examination became extremely important as it 
controlled which primary students could attend higher education grammar 
schools. 
1890s Depression - increase in the number of standardised examinations in a period of 
high unemployment. Boys would compete in up to fifteen examinations to access 
higher education. 
1900s Federation of Australia began major educational reforms.  The Victorian 
‘payment by results’ was found to have contributed to a narrowing of the 
curriculum and teaching-to-the-test instruction which increased student success 
in passing only the inspectors’ standardised examination. 
1910s Examination system proved restrictive for students seeking higher education.  In 
1914, Social reformers successfully lobbied for the building of an ‘educational 
ladder’ resulting in fewer external standardised examinations. 
1930s Depression increased the value and number of standardised examinations as 
academic qualifications became more important due to high unemployment.  
1940s 1938-1947 saw new educational reforms which sanctioned a relaxing of the 
examination system. The Commonwealth Education Act 1945 gave the federal 
government increased educational control to retrain returning servicemen and 
women. By 1946 Tasmania began to increase psychologist delivered 
standardised tests due to ability variances of new same age student classes.  
1950s Australian education system regarded to be in crisis.  Most states began to 
abolish external standardised assessment as emphasis moved toward identifying 
and supporting the intellectually and physically handicapped, and to assimilating 
migrants and the Indigenous. 
1960s The educational ladder had been replaced by the educational conveyor belt 
which allowed students to progress regardless of academic ability or interest. The 
1964 Education Act established the ‘Board of Junior Studies’ and ‘Board of 
Senior Studies’ and abolished the primary school standardised scholarship 
examination.  
1970s The Karmel Report (Schools in Australia) was commissioned to identify where 
increased government expenditure should be channelled in an effort to provide 
equality of opportunity for all students. Old inspection and examination systems 
were practically abolished. By 1975 education expenditure blowouts were 
recognised. New national external standardised examinations were implemented 
by ACER for ten and fourteen year olds. 
1980s International standardised examinations indicated a decline in academic 
achievement of fourteen year olds. The Report on a National Language Policy, 
1984 suggested a decline in English teaching standards. In 1987, the Dawkin’s 
Skills for Australia initiative advocated for a common curriculum, assessment 
system and starting age.  The education system was declared to be declining into 
crisis along with the national economy. The Hobart Declaration (1989) 
supported state and national standardised assessment. 
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1990s Period of educational crisis when unemployment also reached 11 per cent, the 
highest level since the 1930s depression. In 1999 the Adelaide Declaration 
replaced the 1989 Hobart Declaration. It declared that “every child leaving 
primary school should be numerate, and be able to read, write and spell at an 
appropriate level”(Australian Ministerial Council on Education Training 
Employment and Youth Affairs, 1999). State and Territory based standardised 
assessment was becoming prominent. 
2000s 
 
The notion of a “dumbing down” was reported (Donnelly, 2007; Education 
Queensland, 2001; Luke, 1999).  
The National Literacy and Numeracy Benchmarks (2000) were established in 
Australia to guide educational standards.  
National participation by 15 year olds in the international Programme for 
International Student Assessment (PISA 2006) suggested that Australia’s 
education system was high in quality but low in equity, particularly within the 
Indigenous population.    
All Australian States and Territories mandated standardised assessment.  
Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians (2008) 
replaced the Adelaide Declaration 1999. In 2008, the Australian federal 
government mandated the ‘National Assessment Program – Literacy and 
Numeracy (NAPLAN), implemented in all Year 3, 5, 7 and 9 classrooms at 
every Australian school, on the same day, at the same time.  Queensland 
continued with state-wide performance-based tasks referred to as QCATs for 
Years 4, 6 and 9.   
Smarter Schools National Partnerships: for Low Socio-economic Status School 
Communities; for Literacy and Numeracy; for Improving Teacher Quality 
(2009).  Australian government channelled approx $2.5 billion toward incentives 
to attract high-performing educators, best practice identification, flexible school 
operation management, strengthening education accountability and external 
partnerships. 
2010’s Teaching and Learning Audits introduced throughout Queensland in 2010 – 2011 
(David, 2011).  
National Professional Standards for Teachers formulated (Australian Institute for 
Teaching and School Leadership, 2011b).   
Rewards for Great Teachers Project- remuneration incentive for teachers identified 
as ‘Highly Accomplished’ or ‘ Lead Teachers’ formulated (Australian Government 
Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011) 
Australian Curriculum in English, Mathematics and Science implemented 
throughout Queensland (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 
Authority, 2011b; Queensland Studies Authority, 2010d).  Queensland Studies 
Authority designs Curriculum2Classroom (C2C) unit planning to support 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum in this State (Au, 2007).  
Review of funding for schooling: Final report (Gonski et al., 2011) – proposed new 
model for education funding allocation throughout Australia. 
(Austin, 1961; Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006; Australian Education Council, 
1989; Australian Government Department of Education Employment and Workplace 
Relations, 2008; Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training 
and Youth Affairs, 2005, 2008c, 2008e; Australian Ministerial Council on Education 
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Training Employment and Youth Affairs, 1999; Barcan, 1980, 1990; Cullen, 2006; 
Cunningham & Pratt, 1940; Kemmis, 1990; Ling, 1984; McDonnell, Radford, & 
Staurenghi, 1956; National Archives Of Australia, 2006; Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development, 2001, 2007; Spearrit, 1969; Waddington, Radford, 
& Keats, 1950) 
The scheduling of varied iterations of standardised examinations has occurred 
in practically every decade since the 1790s as a way to monitor and measure 
education quality throughout Australia, with NAPLAN being this country’s latest 
measurement tool.  Educational inspection has also been a common practice for 
measuring Australia’s education quality, beginning with the initial Governor’s 
inspection, clergy and church inspections, then later to the commissioning of 
government employed educational Inspectors. Interestingly, although Australian 
educational inspection by government inspectors was practically abolished in the 
early 1970s, varied inspectorate systems within each State and Territory have 
remained a common practice.  
In Queensland, school administrators have continued to complete annual 
reviews of educational progress to inform relevant hierarchical stakeholders such as 
District Directors and independent community or school-based managing boards. 
Recently, “Teaching and Learning Auditors” were deployed as an initiative under the 
Australian Federal government’s Smarter Schools National Partnerships (Australian 
Government Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2010). 
The results of Queensland schools’ teaching and learning audits were published in 
2012, providing yet another opportunity for comparing school performance as well 
as teacher practices in this State (Bates, 2012). Arguably, Queensland teacher 
practices are continuing to be closely inspected with their pedagogies targeting 
literacy and numeracy improvement exclusively measured by NAPLAN.   
This study explores how the latest Australian government policy initiative, the 
Smarter Schools National Partnership for Literacy and Numeracy (Australian 
Government Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2010), 
which relies exclusively on NAPLAN as the main measure of educational 
performance in literacy and numeracy, may be impacting on teacher practices in the 
context of Queensland classrooms. This federal government partnership provides 
additional funding to Australian schools identified as performing below national 
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minimum standards required for NAPLAN.  Queensland attracts the most funding 
due to students in this State consistently performing below agreed NAPLAN national 
minimum standards compared with other Australian States’ and Territories’ students. 
However, until 2011, Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 students in Queensland have been 
up to 11 months younger than their peers in other schools throughout Australia due 
to this State’s past younger age entry level into compulsory schooling. 
To further investigate Australia’s evolving educational policy development and 
standardised assessment practices which may have impacted Queensland teacher 
practices, the chronology of major standardised assessment policies and practices 
(see Table 2.5) has been further analysed to reveal a timeline of government 
influences regarding educational assessment in this country. The following Table 2.6 
highlights historical shifts away from, and toward, standardised assessment within an 
Australian context. 
Table 2.6 
Historic timeline of major influences and policies regarding educational assessment practices in 
Australia 
Shifts away from 
standardised assessment 
Decade 
Shifts toward 
standardised assessment 
 1820s First standardised, half-yearly examinations 
1840s 
Depression — Increased standardised 
assessment. 1844 Lowe Report 
Gold rush — Inspectorial 
examination difficulties due to 
population increase 
1850s 
 
 
1860s 
Victoria’s 1862 Revised Code. Payment-by-
results teacher remuneration 
Public Schools Act 1866 
1870s State Education Act 1875 (Queensland) 
1880s 
National Public Institution Act 1880 
Inspectorial Scholarship examination begins 
1890s 
Depression — Increased standardised 
assessment 
Federation of Australia education 
reform. 
Victorian payment-by-results 
1900s 
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discontinued. 
1914 Educational ladder 1910s 
 
1920s 
Increase in standardised examinations 
controlled by inspectors 
1930s 
Depression — Increased standardised 
assessment 
Commonwealth Education Act 1945 1940s  
Education crisis — Teacher shortages 
from World War II and increased 
retraining needs 
1950s 
Educational conveyor belt 
Education Act 1964 
1960s 
1973 Karmel Report, Schools in 
Australia 
1970s 
1975 Education expenditure blowouts — 
increased standardised assessment 
 
1980s 
Education crisis 
1984 Report on a National Language Policy 
1987 Skills for Australia 
1989 The Hobart Declaration on Schooling 
1990s 
1992 Recession 
1999 Adelaide Declaration on National Goals 
for Schooling in the Twenty-First Century 
(Adelaide Declaration) (1999) 
Notion of “dumbing down” 
2000s 
2000 Literacy and numeracy plan and 
benchmarks 
2000 Programme for International Student 
Assessment (PISA) 
2000 National Report on Schooling in Australia 
(ongoing annual report) 
2005 National inquiry into the teaching of 
literacy 
2008 National Assessment Program — Literacy 
and Numeracy (NAPLAN) 
2008 The Future of Schooling in Australia 
report 
2008 Melbourne Declaration on Educational 
Goals for Young Australians 
2008 National Assessment Program – Literacy  
and Numeracy (NAPLAN) Summary Report: 
Achievement in Reading, Writing, Language 
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Conventions and Numeracy 
2009 Global recession begins 
2009 Masters report (recommends using past 
NAPLAN test materials to prepare students for 
upcoming testing) 
2009 Smarter Schools National Partnerships: 
for Low Socio-economic Status School 
Communities; for Literacy and Numeracy; for 
Improving Teacher Quality 
 
2010s 
2010  Australian curriculum in English, 
mathematics, History and Science trialled 
2011 National Professional Standards for 
Teachers formulated 
2011 Rewards for Great Teacher Project – 
remuneration incentive for teachers identified as 
‘highly Accomplished’ or ‘ Lead Teachers’ 
2012 Australian Curriculum: English and 
Australian Curriculum: Mathematics 
implemented in Queensland 
2012 Queensland Studies Authority produces 
Curriculum2Classroom (C2C) unit planning to 
support implementation of the Australian 
Curriculum in this State. 
2012 Gonski report proposes a new funding 
model for Australian education systems 
(Austin, 1961; Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006; Australian Education Council, 
1989; Australian Government Department of Education Employment and Workplace 
Relations, 2008; Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training 
and Youth Affairs, 2005, 2008c, 2008e; Australian Ministerial Council on Education 
Training Employment and Youth Affairs, 1999; Barcan, 1980, 1990; Cullen, 2006; 
Cunningham & Pratt, 1940; Kemmis, 1990; Ling, 1984; McDonnell, et al., 1956; 
National Archives Of Australia, 2006; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development, 2001, 2007; Spearrit, 1969; Waddington, et al., 1950).  
The following sections elaborate on Table 2.6.  Specifically, Australian 
educational policy and practice, economic influences, educational accountability, 
standardised assessment reliability and validity, and finally equity and social justice 
are discussed in detail. 
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2.5.1 Education policy and practice 
The mandating of NAPLAN coincides with the Melbourne Declaration on 
Educational Goals for Young Australians, which replaced the Adelaide Declaration 
on National Goals for Schooling in the Twenty-First Century (Australian Ministerial 
Council on Education Employment Training and Youth Affairs, 2008c). However, 
NAPLAN testing was introduced four years prior to the implementation of the 
Australian Curriculum: English and Australian Curriculum: Mathematics. At the 
time of this study, Australian students undertake NAPLAN testing that is espoused to 
be founded on varied Australian State and Territory literacy and numeracy curricula 
(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2011h).   
In Queensland, the Queensland Studies Authority (2008b) states that “many 
stakeholders raised questions and expressed concern about the National Assessment 
Program — Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN)” regarding the “inappropriateness of 
the assessment instrument for young children” as well as “the length of assessments 
and lack of alignment with Queensland curriculum” (p. 7).  These comments sustain 
a claim that NAPLAN may lack literacy and numeracy curriculum foundation that 
has influenced quality pedagogic practices in Queensland for over 30 years. This is a 
concern considering that quality pedagogic practices throughout Australia may 
attract increased remuneration by 2014.  
An Action Plan 2009–2012: A Companion Document for the Melbourne 
Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians suggests a “recognition and 
reward for quality teaching” and “improved pay dispersion to reward quality 
teaching” (Australian  Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and 
Youth Affairs, 2009, p. 10). Consequently, the Smarter Schools National Partnership 
for Improving Teacher Quality seeks to identify and reward best pedagogic practices 
reflected through student NAPLAN results, among other indicators (Australian 
Government Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2010). 
Subsequent formulation of Rewards for Great Teachers seeks to identify and 
remunerate “Lead” and “Highly Recommended” teacher quality (Australian 
Government Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011). 
Performance-related payment for teachers is not a new phenomenon in Australia (see 
Table 2.5) In 1872, the Victorian “payment by results” was implemented, and then 
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discontinued in 1901, due to a narrowing of curriculum as teachers taught to the 
Inspector’s standardised examination (Austin, 1961; Barcan, 1980).   
Reintroducing a remuneration system for Australian educators will again put 
teachers in this country under increased pressure to perform, if not outperform, 
colleagues as they strive to be recognised as “quality” teachers. However, any return 
of performance related pay scaling in Australia is espoused to be reflective of cohort 
achievement, not individual student achievement as implemented in Victoria in the 
past. Also espoused is that NAPLAN performance will be only one of many indictors 
to determine teacher quality (Australian Government Department of Education 
Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011; Australian Institute for Teaching and 
School Leadership, 2011b). Arguably, remunerating teachers according to 
standardised assessment results could encourage teachers to restrict their teaching 
methods, which may not necessarily support a diverse student population; a reality 
within Australian classrooms.  
One Australian critic of performance-based pay scales, Sachs (2003), claims 
that a competitive educational environment that valorises only academic achievement 
creates a “teach-to-the-test syndrome” (p. 185) which reflects Gipps et al (1992) UK 
research findings (see section 2.4.2).  From a USA perspective, Apple (2001) agrees 
further suggesting that standardised assessment implicitly infers that teachers cannot 
be trusted to do their job without some form of external performance measure. Apple 
(2001) claims that “teachers seem to be experiencing not increased autonomy and 
professionalism, but intensification” (p. 74). In addition, Apple (2001) suggests that 
people who thrive on “competition, credentials and cultural capital” are the ones 
ultimately driving a current push for high-stakes testing to establish “rigorous 
accountability” and “tighter educational control” (pp. 57-58). As well as mandating 
NAPLAN, the Australian federal government has introduced an Australian 
Curriculum with an expectation that all schools in all Australian States and 
Territories implement English, Mathematics and Science curricula by 2012. 
Arguably, the implementation of an Australian curriculum is yet another model that 
reflects international education reforms targeted at increasing education 
accountability and control.   
The study specifically explores the contextual differences between a 
Queensland school that attracts additional federal government funding targeted at 
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improving literacy and numeracy teaching and learning compared with a Queensland 
school where additional federal funding is not provided.  Economic influences 
regarding standardised assessment practices in Australia have a long history and are 
therefore next discussed.    
2.5.2 Economic influences 
Throughout Australia’s education history, standardised assessment has 
increased during economic downturns. These include the depression eras 
experienced in the 1840s, 1890s and 1930s, and as a result of excessive education 
expenditure in the 1970s (see Table 2.6). These periods were when 
acknowledgement was given to students who achieved well on the inspector’s 
scholarship examinations, identifying those who displayed academic ability and, 
therefore, progressed to higher education. However, these periods also highlighted 
students who failed and, consequently, experienced restricted higher education 
opportunities.  Like Broadfoot (1996), Luke (1999) suggests that the driving force 
behind standardised assessment has been predominantly fiscal, arguing that 
Australia’s educational standardisation reform is simply the “cheapest and most 
politically expedient response to curriculum accountability” (p. 8).  
NAPLAN is increasingly being used as the main measure of education quality 
throughout Australia.  Therefore it could be argued that current funding allocation to 
schools based on NAPLAN results is simply a way to encourage schools to work 
harder for less (Smyth, 2001). To avoid such economic influences on teacher 
practices, Queensland Studies Authority (2009b) advocates implementing sample, 
rather than full cohort testing, which they espouse to be cheaper and have less 
negative impacts such as teaching to the test, narrowing curriculum and increasing 
accountability through comparison of results. As Australia’s economy continues to 
feel the effects of a global recession (Stevens, 2009), this country’s federal 
government appears to again be seeking greater fiscal control over the nation’s 
education systems through curriculum accountability, using NAPLAN as a major 
performance measuring tool.  
2.5.3 Accountability 
Accountability has long been an issue in Australian education. In 1955, 
Freeman Butts stated that “if Australian teachers are left to their own devices and are 
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not hedged in by inspection and external examinations, they will be inefficient” (p. 
68). Meadmore (2001) states that although standardised assessment may help 
teachers plan for, teach, and assess student learning, the weaknesses inherent in the 
restrictiveness of this type of testing could fail to support the individual needs of 
teachers and students.  Such weaknesses support the claim that standardised 
assessment, like NAPLAN, is aimed more towards making teachers accountable.   
Australian teachers are increasingly accountable for student achievement 
within national minimum standards in literacy and numeracy (see section 2.3.4).   It 
is argued here that NAPLAN may simply be a means to increase teacher 
competitiveness as they strive to outperform each other, with quality teaching 
determined through students’ literacy and numeracy band scaled nationally agreed 
standards. This approach has potential to polarise inclusive pedagogic practices 
aimed at supporting individual student learning needs, regardless of their academic 
ability as determined on standardised NAPLAN testing (Shaddock, Giorcelli, & 
Smith, 2007).  
2.5.4 Reliability and validity 
The Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and 
Youth Affairs (2008b) states that NAPLAN is designed to “assist educators to 
interpret the performance of their own schools by providing nationally comparable 
information about the achievements of students in other States and Territories” (p. 8). 
Interestingly, one Australian study into standardised assessment finds no evidence to 
suggest that high-stakes testing inhibits teaching practices in this country (Ayres, et 
al., 2004). However, Ayres et al (2004) study focuses on high-achieving Year 12 
students in New South Wales, not Years 3, 5 and 7 Queensland students.  Specific to 
Queensland, one study has been found.  It warns that high-stakes test results could be 
a “big stick for underperforming schools” (Cumming, et al., 2006, p. 76). Notably, 
Queensland was placed second-last among Australia’s six States and two Territories 
according to 2008 NAPLAN results, third-last in 2009 and 2010, and fourth-last in 
2011.  
After Queensland’s 2008 NAPLAN underperformance, then Queensland 
Premier Anna Bligh (MP) commissioned Masters (2009), Chief Executive Officer of 
the Australian Council for Educational Research, to recommend ways to improve 
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students’ test scores. As a result, Queensland teachers are required to teach with an 
emphasis on test content and format to prepare students for NAPLAN. In addition, 
the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (2011a) require 
school administrators to “advise teachers of the test preparation/practice materials on 
the QSA and NAPLAN websites” by “Late March – early April” (p. 32).  
Arguably, test preparation within the current Queensland education context is 
required for approximately six school calendar weeks leading up to yearly NAPLAN 
testing in May.  Consequently, Queensland teachers may experience ethical conflict 
arising from being required to implement explicit test preparation for all students 
while also supporting the sociocultural framework of learning which has 
underpinned Queensland literacy and numeracy teaching practices for the past 30 
years (see section 3.1).  Such ethical conflict may intensify equity and social justice 
concerns in regard to student and school performance on NAPLAN testing. 
2.5.5 Equity and social justice 
Labelling students by standardised assessment results can raise social justice 
concerns. For example, potential classifications, like “smart kids and dumb kids” 
(Senge, 2000, p. 30), could “threaten peer relationships and … segregate groups into 
higher and lower achieving” (Gipps, 1994, p. 41). However, NAPLAN is not the 
only assessment tool being used to measure Australian education system’s success or 
failure. Australian education has also become influenced by the Programme for 
International Student Assessment (PISA), scheduled by the Paris-based Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)(2001). 
The PISA standardised testing enables more than 60 countries to compare the 
academic proficiency of 15-year-old students in the curriculum areas of reading, 
mathematics and science. PISA results in 2006 suggested Australia’s education 
system was  “high-quality but low-equity” (Council for the Australian Federation, 
2007, p. 12). By 2009, Australian PISA results indicate an “above average but 
declining performance” (Thomson, De Bortoli, Nicholas, Hillman, & Buckley, 2011, 
p. 21). Australia’s declining PISA performance suggests attention is needed to 
economic, social, cultural and demographic influences that affect this nation’s 
diverse student population. It could be argued that specific to NAPLAN, results may 
not adequately take into consideration these important educational impacts.  
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However, the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting authority (2010c) 
has made attempts to factor these influences into the  “Index of Community Socio-
Educational Advantage (ICSEA)”.  
The ICSEA formulates socio-economic status as defined by Australian Bureau 
of Statistics (ABS) socio-economic data as well as relevant school-based data 
regarding location, Indigenous enrolment, and parent/carer educational, employment 
and language background (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 
Authority, 2010c).  The average ICSEA value for Australian schools is set at 1000 
with the majority of schools falling within the score range of 900 to 1100.  The 
ICSEA value is further defined by identifying percentages of actual student 
enrolment falling into a bottom quarter, two middle quarters and a top quarter of the 
overall value (see sections 5.1 and 6.1).   
The ICSEA is regarded by the Australian Curriculum Assessment and 
Reporting Authority (2011c) to be a “special measure that enables meaningful and 
fair comparisons to be made across schools” (p. 1).  However, the Australian Primary 
Principals Association (2010) raise concerns regarding possible misleading 
calculation of variables such as school size, level of resourcing and staffing.  This 
resulted in the ICSEA being reformulated (Barnes, 2010). Such reformulation 
sustains an argument that NAPLAN results may prove an inefficient tool to measure 
educational needs of a student population whose academic needs and performance is 
influenced by varied family backgrounds. Arguably, parents/carers have potential to 
influence students’ educational needs and academic performance, including student 
NAPLAN test scores.   
The Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (2011c) 
acknowledges parent/carer background can influence their child’s educational 
outcomes. An Australian-based study conducted by Knapp (2012) found that 
students with parents from higher socio-educational backgrounds tend to perform 
better on NAPLAN than students with parents from lower socio-educational 
backgrounds. This proposed link has been identified by comparing socio-educational 
background, as determined by the Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 
Authority’s (2011c) ICSEA formula, with student NAPLAN performance. This study 
into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher pedagogies takes into consideration how 
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parent/carer socio-educational background may be affecting Queensland teachers as 
they prepare students for NAPLAN (see sections 5.1 and 6.1). 
In the past, periods of less standardised assessment usually occurred when 
governments increased their focus on all students’ higher education needs, such as 
the “Educational ladder” in 1914 and “Educational conveyor belt” in the 1960s (see 
Table 2.6). These education innovations targeted all students’ learning progress 
potential rather than just academic performance results. In Australia, Purdon (2005) 
raises equity issues regarding the potential for standardised assessment to highlight 
educational disadvantage due to its disregard for various geographic and 
demographic influences on this nation’s Indigenous peoples. Meanwhile, Meadmore 
(2001) regards standardised assessment as a “one-size-fits-all” (p. 359) approach to 
teaching and learning that will not support the growing cultural and racial diversity in 
Australia’s student population. This growth is impacted by immigration increases 
and the growing emphasis on this nation’s Indigenous peoples unique educational 
needs (Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and Youth 
Affairs, 2008c; Howard, 2005; McCarthy, 2008; Purdon, 2005). Nonetheless, 
Queensland Year 3, 5 and 7 teachers are expected to implement NAPLAN test 
preparation for all students (Masters, 2009).  How these year level teachers are 
providing scaffolded learning opportunities that allow adjustments to pedagogic 
delivery, curriculum or assessment for a culturally diverse student population lies at 
the core of this study’s question: 
What effect does standardised assessment (NAPLAN) have on the pedagogy of 
teachers who prepare students for NAPLAN tests in the context of two 
Queensland schools?  
At this point in Australia’s current education reform agenda, this study explores how 
Queensland teachers, having been guided by state-based literacy and numeracy 
curriculum syllabi reflective of a sociocultural framework of learning for the past 30 
years, have adjusted their pedagogic approaches in efforts to prepare students for 
NAPLAN testing.  
2.6 CONCLUSION 
This literature review has reviewed sociocultural theoretical development 
founded on Vygotsky (1962, 1978, 1986) and provided a justification for this study’s 
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adoption a sociocultural perspective to learning, teaching and assessment practices. 
Possible effects of assessment on human identity was discussed to highlight positive 
any negative implications of high-stakes standardised testing, such as Australia’s 
NAPLAN testing regime. Then a world-wide view of standardised assessment was 
explored, giving particular attention to USA and UK practices. An historical critique 
of past Australian assessment practices provided a context for this country’s 
mandating of a National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN). 
Although not a new phenomena in Australia, NAPLAN is the first standardised 
testing regime to be nationally mandated.  
NAPLAN test requirements have occurred prior to implementation of an 
Australian Curriculum.  At the time of this study, NAPLAN is espoused to be based 
on varied Australian State and Territory literacy and numeracy curricula. It has been 
argued that NAPLAN testing may not allow for any adjusted or negotiated pedagogic 
delivery, curriculum or assessment. Without educational adjustment, some students, 
like those experiencing lower socio-educational backgrounds, may struggle to 
develop necessary knowledge and skills required for NAPLAN testing. How Year 3, 
5 and 7 teachers are responding to the individual learning needs of an increasingly 
diverse student population in an era when mandated testing has potential to constrain 
both pedagogic practices and learning potential lies at the core of this study.  Such 
insights have potential to guide future pedagogic practices which are paramount 
given quality teaching will attract increased remuneration by 2014 in Australia. 
Next, Chapter 3 begins with a critique of over 30 years of Queensland literacy 
and numeracy curricula in an effort to identify past theoretical foundation 
underpinning teacher practices in this Australian State. Following, the adoption of 
Holton and Clarke’s (2006) pedagogic scaffolding model is justified as this study’s 
observation and analytic tool. Discussion includes scaffolding of teaching and 
learning, teacher-student agency and communities of teacher-learner practice. 
Chapter 3 concludes with a summary of this study’s sociocultural framing. 
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Framing 
INTRODUCTION 
The theoretical foundation for this study draws on sociocultural perspectives of 
learning to describe classroom teaching practices.  As this study into the effects of 
standardised assessment NAPLAN on teacher pedagogies takes place in Queensland, 
Australia section 3.1 tables and critiques the theoretical foundation of Queensland’s 
literacy and numeracy teaching practices for over 30 years. Then section 3.2 provides 
a rationale for using Holton and Clarke’s (2006) pedagogic scaffolding model for 
observing and analysing classroom teacher practice. The section also explores 
classroom learning and assessment via scaffolding that intentionally builds student 
agency within a learning community. Section 3.3 provides a summary of key 
theoretical points that justify this study’s sociocultural framing and use of Holton and 
Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model. 
3.1 THEROETICAL FOUNDATION OF LITERACY AND NUMERACY 
CURRICULA IN QUEENSLAND 
Australian States’ and Territories’ literacy and numeracy curricula have had 
strong links to sociocultural theories of learning for more than 30 years. For example, 
in Australia in the early 1970s, the Whitlam government virtually abolished 
standardised assessment, arguing that pedagogic approaches using less expensive, 
everyday materials and tools better reflected social and cultural impacts on literacy 
and numeracy development.  This caused a paradigm shift away from instrumental 
behavioural models of pedagogy that applied levelled “basal” readers and drilling or 
rote learning arithmetic theorems. A shift also occurred away from assessment 
targeted at only measuring students’ proficiency in applied skills (Australian Bureau 
of Statistics, 2006; Barcan, 1980).  An era of “whole language” (Anderson, 1984, p. 
1) began, spurred on further by Goodman’s (1986) theory that literacy development 
is a natural consequence of experiencing text. 
An increased acknowledgement of social and cultural influences of teaching 
and learning became apparent. Such acknowledgement was largely founded on 
Vygotsky’s (1962, 1978) cultural-historical theory of learning which moved thinking 
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away from a psychological view of learning towards a notion that an individual’s 
higher cognitive skills are best developed through participation in socially and 
culturally organised activities. Within the Queensland context, literacy and numeracy 
curriculum syllabi have evolved to reflect these changing needs.  Each of these 
curriculum areas has evolved separately and therefore requires individual critique.  
3.1.1 Literacy teaching, learning and assessment in Queensland 
Queensland schools are currently implementing “a national framework for 
schooling with the aim of raising education standards through consistent curriculum, 
assessment and reporting” (Queensland Studies Authority, 2010d).  In 2012, the 
Australian Curriculum: English was introduced to replace all State and Territory 
based English syllabi (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 
2010a).  Prior to an Australian Curriculum, Queensland teachers were guided by this 
State’s own curriculum, assessment and reporting guidelines, largely framed within a 
sociocultural perspective of learning.  It is for this reason that this Queensland-based 
study into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher pedagogy adopts a sociocultural 
perspective. 
As outlined in Table 3.1, Queensland’s English Years 1 to 10 syllabus (1994), 
which began formulation in 1982, is underpinned by a model of curriculum reflective 
of a “spiralling nature of learning” (p. 40) wherein there are “relationships between 
learning purposes and underlying objectives” (p. 40).  This model is reflective of 
Bruner’s (1963, 1996) sociocultural framed spiral curriculum. Teachers working 
within a spiral curriculum model are required to first locate students’ prior 
knowledge, schedule activities to build upon such knowledge, then later circle back 
as many times as necessary until the student gains mastery of the topic.  The 
Queensland Studies Authority (2005) built upon this curriculum model, placing 
increased emphasis on three strands of language learning; 1] cultural, 2] operational 
and 3] critical, therefore grounding the 2005 English syllabus within a “sociocultural 
– critical” (p. 2) theoretical framework.  In 2009, the Queensland Studies Authority 
(2009a) developed the “Queensland Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting 
(QCAR)” framework which acknowledges that language is “socially produced and 
historically located” reflective of Vygotsky’s (1962, 1978, 1986) cultural-historical 
theory of learning. Table 3.1 further outlines these syllabi in relation to their 
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curriculum framework, social and cultural focus, pedagogic approaches, learning 
activities and assessment. 
Table 3.1 
Overview of past Queensland English curriculum syllabi 
Focus area English Syllabus for 
Years 1–10  
(Queensland 
Department of 
Education, 1994) 
English Years 1 to 10 
Syllabus  
(Queensland Studies 
Authority, 2005) 
Essential Learnings 
and Standards 
(Years 1-9)  
(Queensland Studies 
Authority, 2007a, 
2008b, 2009a) + 
Literacy Indicators  
(Queensland Studies 
Authority, 2010b) 
Curriculum 
framework 
Scope and sequence 
guide using elements 
of attitudes, skills, 
knowledge and 
process (p.24)  
 
Curriculum reflects 
the spiralling nature of 
learning (p.40). 
 
3 strands –  
Cultural - making 
meaning in context  
Operational - using 
language systems  
Critical - evaluating 
and reconstructing 
meanings in texts 
(p.6) 
Continua of learning - 
Emphasises the 
interrelationship 
between these 3 
strands. 
Essential Learnings 
(ELs) set out under 
“Learnings and 
assessment focus”, 
“Ways of Working” 
and “Knowledge and 
Understanding. 
Scope and sequence 
guide. 
Components of the 
Essential Learnings - 
Learning and 
assessment focus.  
Standards statements 
and the assessable 
elements. 
Social and 
cultural focus 
Language, a powerful 
cultural tool, is used 
to transmit, maintain 
and transform the 
ideologies of all 
groups of people. 
Cultural factors 
influence what people 
think, say do and 
believe - these factors 
are cultural 
knowledge, cultural 
values and cultural 
practices. (p. 3) 
As a powerful social 
instrument, language 
helps people to 
negotiate their places 
in social groups and 
understand, 
Language provides 
systems of choice for 
making meaning that 
are recognised in the 
culture.   (p. 1) 
Literacy is a social 
practice.  Students 
need to be able to 
draw on cultural, 
social, textual and 
cognitive resources to 
engage in literacy 
practices associated 
with specific social 
situations. (p.2) 
 
A sociocultural - 
critical model of 
language underpins 
this English Syllabus 
Knowledge is not 
fixed; it is socially 
produced and 
historically located. 
Effective learning 
occurs through 
interacting with other 
people, with the 
knowledge handling 
tools of cognition, 
culture and language, 
and through 
interacting with and 
in the physical world. 
(p.15) 
Engagement is 
required in a range of 
social and cultural 
practices in which 
students are involved, 
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participate in, and 
reform aspects of 
society (p.7) 
(p.2) and in the social and 
cultural practices in 
which knowledge is 
constructed. (p.18) 
Pedagogic 
approaches 
Support from teachers 
and peers builds 
children's confidence 
(p.21) 
When learners have 
limited experience, 
they can expect 
teachers will help 
them by modelling 
appropriate language 
use.  Where they have 
gained some control, 
they can collaborate 
with their peers or the 
teacher in organising 
and reorganising their 
understanding.  When 
they feel confident of 
their ability, they can 
proceed independently 
(p.49). 
Learner-centred 
approach (p.62) 
Consider prior 
learning and 
individual needs and 
interests of students. 
Use meaningful 
contexts reflective of 
community (p.66). 
 
Scaffold learning and 
provide explicit 
teaching (p.67). 
Teaching and learning 
should build on prior 
learning, and take 
account of the 
personal and cultural 
experiences of 
different groups of 
learners.  
Metacognitive 
approach to teaching, 
students learn to take 
control of their own 
learning (p.10). 
Dialogue and peer 
mediation of learning, 
and enhancing student 
agency (p.11). 
Scaffold learning on a 
continuing basis 
(p.14). 
Learning 
activities 
Activities should 
involve children in 
using and learning 
about English for 
genuine social 
purposes. (24) 
Activities have a clear 
social purpose, taking 
into account what 
students have learned 
in the past, what they 
can learn in the 
present situation, and 
what they may 
feasibly learn in the 
future (44) 
Real-life, life-like and 
focused learning 
episodes (45) 
Activities should be 
based on multimodel 
textual resources – 
film, television, video 
games, webpages, 
PowerPoint, 
newspaper and 
interactive narratives 
 
Planned units of work 
integrated with other 
KLAs. 
 
Sequenced learning 
experiences 
appropriate to 
children’s developing 
needs and capacities, 
the nature of active 
learning, and the 
importance of 
interest, autonomy, 
and peer interaction. 
Connecting with prior 
learning (p.10). 
Promoting the quality 
of group work and 
children’s 
mastery of 
cooperation and 
collaboration (p.11). 
Assessment Objectives driven 
Learning outcomes 
criteria based  (52) 
Techniques include:  
observation  
consultation  
Continua of learning -  
Six levels of core and 
discretionary learning 
outcomes.  Learning 
and assessment 
planned concurrently 
(62) 
Assessment for 
learning 
(p.14). Assessment is 
integral to effective 
learning (p.15). 
The assessable 
elements and 
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focused analysis  
self and peer 
assessment (53) 
Techniques include: 
observation, 
consultation  
focused analysis  
self and peer 
assessment (p.63) 
descriptors of quality 
(AEDs) are used to 
link to the Essential 
Learnings and 
Standards, and help 
teachers make 
judgments about 
student achievements 
on an A – E scale. 
 
Throughout Queensland’s English syllabus development, an overarching 
sociocultural framework for literacy learning is apparent. A similar theoretic 
perspective underpins Queensland’s Mathematics syllabus development in that there 
is an advocacy for peer interaction and discovery learning (see section 3.1.2). 
According to the Queensland Department of Education  (1994) the English language 
is regarded as “a powerful tool” (p. 3) influenced by factors such as cultural 
knowledge, values, practices and perspectives.  Culturally rich interaction with others 
is espoused to enable students to learn ideologies within a particular cultural context 
(Lankshear, 1996).   
Language is also regarded as a “powerful social instrument” (p. 7) which 
people develop in order to negotiate their place and identity in social situations whilst 
actively participating in social groups.  In addition, literacy is identified as a “social 
practice” (Queensland Studies Authority, 2005, p. 2) best developed within social 
participatory situations.  As suggested within Queensland’s “QCAR framework” 
(Queensland Department of Education and the Arts, 2005), social engagement 
requires a range of sociocultural practices to support student’s knowledge 
construction. However, as suggested by Luke and Freebody (1999) teachers should 
also be aware that “literacy, as a social practice, is necessarily tied up with political, 
cultural and social power and capital” (p. 7).  
Recognition of the powerful impact of cultural identity and social interaction 
within a learning environment reflects a sociocultural view of learning which 
requires teachers to develop pedagogic approaches which best support all student 
needs (Alexander, 2008).  Within the current context of NAPLAN, pedagogic 
approaches that support the individual needs of all students remains paramount for 
Queensland teachers, particularly those in Year 3, 5 and 7 who are expected to 
prepare students for NAPLAN testing. 
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Pedagogic approaches outlined in past Queensland English curriculum syllabi 
tend to reflect Vygotskian and neo-Vygotskian theories of learning in that 
collaboration with a teacher or more competent peer is regarded as a means to 
improve student confidence to become an independent learner.  For example, a 
“learner-centred approach” (Queensland Studies Authority, 2005, p. 62) is suggested 
to encourage students to build on prior knowledge whilst participating in “scaffolded 
learning” (p. 67).  Within a “metacognitive approach” (Queensland Studies 
Authority, 2007a, p. 10) to teaching and learning, the notion of scaffolding is 
expanded to include an awareness that personal and cultural experiences are potential 
learning motivators, further highlighting the importance of regular dialogue and peer 
mediation as enhancers of student agency during learning activities. Given this past 
focus on student agency during literacy learning in Queensland, this study has been 
interested in how Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 teachers are enhancing student agency 
during NAPLAN test preparation. 
In the past, Queensland literacy learning activities have been expected to be 
“real-life, life-like, focused learning episodes” (Queensland Department of 
Education, 1994, p. 45) that are comprehensive yet flexible to support a range of 
social contexts and cultural influences. Such activities require acknowledgement of 
students’ past learning, present knowledge and understandings, and potential future 
learning. This requirement is reflective of a sociocultural view of learning as it 
supports an apprenticeship, or guided participatory, model of learning (Rogoff, 1999, 
2008a).  Arguably, Queensland teachers today have an opportunity to develop 
NAPLAN test preparation activities that reflect students’ real-life everyday contexts, 
particularly given multi-literacy access in many Queensland classrooms.  
The use of multimodal textual resources, referred to as multi-literacies (Cope & 
Kalantzis, 2000) underpin the 2005 Queensland English syllabus and are further built 
upon within the 2009 QCAR framework. The QCAR framework stresses an 
importance of using evolving multi-literacy language tools to enhance student 
interest and engagement in learning, as well as the scheduling of group work to 
promote mastery of co-operative and collaborative skills development.  Currently, 
teachers are expected to access electronic NAPLAN related materials for the purpose 
of engaging students in test preparation.  However, these assessment materials are 
not necessarily reflective of multi-literacy language tools with many not including 
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multimodal components like audio and visual movement that can promote student 
interactivity with electronic learning objects.    
Within a sociocultural perspective, “the relationship between the learner, 
learning and assessment needs to be kept central and the idea of teacher 
empowerment is fundamental” (Klenowski, 2008, p. 140).  Queensland literacy 
education assessment initiatives have evolved from objectives driven outcomes-
based criteria tasks, to learning as developing along a continuum. Also, assessment 
for learning with assessable elements and prescribed descriptors has been a teaching 
focus. These assessment techniques have continued to acknowledge teacher’s 
professionalism in regard to gathering learning evidence through observation, 
consultation, and focused analysis of student’s work.   
Self and peer assessment has also become highly regarded.  Queensland’s 
Essential Learnings and Standards is the final state-based curriculum to be 
formulated prior to the introduction of an Australian Curriculum.  It is designed to 
acknowledge teacher’s professionalism in making informed judgements about 
student learning on an A–E scale through teacher moderation procedures 
(Queensland Studies Authority, 2010c).  Moderation is regarded as an opportunity 
for teachers to collaboratively share, debate and confirm judgements of student 
performance as well as reflect upon curriculum, pedagogy and assessment rigor 
(Klenowski, 2008).  However, NAPLAN is externally scored with results returned to 
schools four months after testing. Although teachers are not required to participate in 
NAPLAN moderation, they can collaborate when comparing student performance 
against teaching practices and curriculum foci. 
Queensland teachers are currently implementing the Australian Curriculum: 
English, as well as conducting required NAPLAN test preparation.  Therefore, it is 
important for this study to explore how Queensland teachers are juggling and 
adjusting their pedagogic practices to support student learning in an education era 
when a new national curriculum is expected to be supported with NAPLAN the 
major measure of literacy and numeracy performance. This study undertakes such an 
exploration within both literacy and numeracy, therefore, an overview of past 
Queensland numeracy teaching, learning and assessment practices is also required. 
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3.1.2 Numeracy teaching, learning and assessment in Queensland 
Similar to changes in Queensland’s literacy teaching, learning and assessment 
since the 1980’s, numeracy education in this State has also evolved. For example, 
earlier mathematics curricula tend to promote an instrumental behavioural model of 
learning arithmetic theorems through rote and drill pedagogic strategies while more 
recent mathematics curricula suggest implementing real-life problem posing and 
solving activity. Pedagogic approaches to numeracy development that promote 
implementing everyday concrete materials, which students use to construct their 
knowledge and understanding, have been regarded as based on theories of 
constructivism.  Such theories have been espoused to be founded on Piaget’s 
“Cognitive theory of development” as well as Vygotsky’s “Zone of proximal 
development” (Black, 1999; Schunk, 2000).  Past Queensland mathematics 
curriculum syllabi acknowledge social and cultural impacts within a classroom 
environment, reflective of a sociocultural view of learning.  The following Table 3.2 
provides an overview of past Queensland Mathematics curriculum syllabi since 
1987. 
Table 3.2 
Overview of past Queensland Mathematics curriculum syllabi  
Focus area Year 1 to 10 
Mathematics 
Syllabus 
(Queensland 
Department of 
Education, 1987) 
Mathematics: 
Years 1 to 10 
Syllabus 
(Queensland 
Studies Authority, 
2004) 
Essential Learnings 
and Standards 
(Years 1-9) 
(Queensland 
Studies Authority, 
2007b, 2008a, 
2009a)   
+ Numeracy 
Indicators 
(Queensland 
Studies Authority, 
2010b) 
Curriculum 
framework 
Scope – concepts, 
processes and affects 
(p.8) 
 
Beginning years – 
middle years – later 
years (p. 20) 
An equitable 
curriculum (p.12) 
 
Curriculum 
framework –  
Strands – Number, 
Patterns and algebra, 
measurement, 
chance and data, 
Essential Learnings 
(ELs) set out under 
“Learning and 
assessment focus”, 
“Ways of Working” 
and “Knowledge and 
Understanding. 
+  Numeracy 
Indicators 
Scope and sequence 
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space (p.14) guide. 
Components of the 
Essential Learnings - 
Learning and 
assessment focus.  
Standards statements 
and the assessable 
elements. 
Social and cultural 
focus 
Students will gain a 
full grasp of 
mathematical 
concepts necessary 
for effective 
contribution to the 
social groups in 
which the learner 
lives (p. 2) 
 
Develop an 
awareness of the 
impact of 
technology on 
society (p. 3) 
 
The degree to which 
students want to 
learn mathematics 
varies considerably 
and depends on the 
social and cultural 
background of the 
student (p. 5) 
 
Students will 
develop an 
appreciation of the 
place of 
mathematics in our 
culture and its 
widespread 
application in 
society (p.7) 
Mathematics has 
evolved within and 
across cultures, 
developing in 
response to cultural 
needs (p.1) 
 
Mathematics 
knowledge is 
dynamic because it 
is socially, culturally 
and historically 
constructed (p.2) 
 
Mathematics 
influences, and is 
influenced by, 
cultures and 
communities (p.7) 
 
Learning occurs 
within and across 
cultural and social 
contexts and is 
influenced by them 
(p.9) 
 
Students develop 
understandings of 
the dynamics of 
various cultural, 
social, historical and 
economic contexts 
(p.10) 
(Same as English 
overview.  See Table 
3.1) 
Knowledge is 
socially produced 
and historically 
located. 
Effective learning 
occurs through 
interacting with 
other people, with 
the knowledge 
handling tools of 
cognition, culture 
and language, and 
through interacting 
with and in the 
physical world. 
(p.15) 
Engagement is 
required in a range 
of social and cultural 
practices in which 
students are 
involved, and in the 
social and cultural 
practices in which 
knowledge is 
constructed. (p.18) 
Pedagogic 
approaches 
Linking concrete, 
visual, verbal and 
symbolic 
representations (p.5) 
Individual, small 
and large group 
investigations (p.5) 
The rate at which 
active partnerships 
with students, 
parents/ carers, 
peers, teachers and 
school community 
members (p.9) 
Teaching 
approaches are 
(Same as English 
overview.  See Table 
3.1) 
Teaching and 
learning should 
build on prior 
learning, and take 
account of the 
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students learn 
mathematics is 
influenced by 
quality of interaction 
with and level of 
support from, peers 
and teachers (p.6) 
culturally sensitive 
(p.9) 
Learner-centred and 
investigative 
strategies are most 
effective (p.9) 
Teaching as the act 
of guiding, 
scaffolding and 
facilitating learning 
(p.10) 
Sequence learning 
activities according 
to preferred teaching 
approach – 
investigations, 
inquiry approach 
(p.40) 
personal and cultural 
experiences of 
different groups of 
learners.  
Metacognitive 
approach to 
teaching, students 
learn to take control 
of their own learning 
(p.10). 
Dialogue and peer 
mediation of 
learning, and 
enhancing student 
agency (p.11). 
Scaffold learning on 
a continuing basis 
(p.14). 
Learning activities Realistic situations 
(p.2) 
Manipulation of 
materials, oral 
discussion, reading 
and writing support 
and promote 
learning regardless 
of learning styles 
(p.5) 
Well structured and 
richly varied sets of 
learning activities 
(p.8) 
Learning activities 
should encompass 
talk, active 
involvement and 
appropriateness 
(p.31) 
Oral discussion 
builds on a variety 
of social and cultural 
perspectives (p. 31) 
Learning activities 
take into 
consideration the 
cultural backgrounds 
of students (p.32) 
Learners cooperate, 
collaborate and 
negotiate in groups 
(p.4) 
Activities to 
encourage students 
to collaborate and 
cooperate, challenge 
the reasoning and 
perspectives of 
others as 
appropriate, and 
contribute 
mathematical 
learning to 
investigations 
involving a range 
and balance of 
situations from life-
related to purely 
mathematical (p.13) 
Planned units of 
work integrated with 
other KLAs. 
 
(Same as English 
overview see Table 
3.1) 
Sequenced learning 
experiences 
appropriate to 
children’s 
developing needs 
and capacities, the 
nature of active 
learning, and the 
importance of 
interest, autonomy, 
and peer interaction. 
Connecting with 
prior learning (p.10). 
 
Promoting the 
quality of group 
work and children’s 
mastery of 
cooperation and 
collaboration (p.11). 
Assessment Normal assessment 
programs, student 
interviews, 
observations (p. 34) 
Continua of learning 
-  
Six levels of core 
and discretionary 
(Same as English 
overview see Table 
3.1) 
Assessment for 
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learning outcomes 
(p. 15)  
Learning and 
assessment planned 
concurrently (p.38) 
Techniques include: 
observation  
consultation  
focused analysis  
self and peer 
assessment (p.71) 
learning 
(p.14). Assessment 
is integral to 
effective learning 
(p.15). 
The assessable 
elements and 
descriptors of 
quality (AEDs) are 
used to link to the 
Essential Learnings 
and Standards, and 
help teachers make 
judgments about 
student 
achievements on an 
A – E scale. 
 
As overviewed, Queensland Mathematics syllabi have evolved from a 
curriculum framework underpinned by learning objectives to Queensland Studies 
Authority’s (2004) claim of an “equitable curriculum” (p. 24) framed by 
mathematics strands. Also, Queensland’s “Essential Learnings and Standards” 
(Queensland Studies Authority, 2007b, 2007c), coupled with “Numeracy Indicators” 
(Queensland Studies Authority, 2010b) are guided by scope and sequence charts.  
Each of these curriculum syllabi focus on social and cultural influences reflective of 
sociocultural theories of learning, with greatest alignment between literacy and 
numeracy occurring within “Essential Learnings and Standards” (Queensland Studies 
Authority, 2007b, 2007c). 
The 1987 mathematics syllabus acknowledges that students should become 
effective contributors within social groups in an effort to gain mathematical concept 
proficiency (Queensland Department of Education, 1987).  Acknowledgement has 
also been given to impacts of students’ social and cultural backgrounds and the need 
to develop an appreciation of mathematics within society. However, such 
acknowledgments do not necessarily reflect a sociocultural framing, which requires 
an understanding of developing student higher mental functioning. From a 
sociocultural perspective, higher-order functioning is nurtured within and across 
varied social situations by applying culturally enriched activities so that alternatives 
are identified and joint problem solving can occur (Rogoff, 1999, 2008b). According 
to Wenger (2008a), it is the richness and complexity within teaching and learning 
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that draws parallels between student identity and the need to provide socially 
supportive and culturally rich activities that underpins a sociocultural framework of 
learning. This framing approach becomes more evident in recent Queensland 
mathematics syllabi.  
The Queensland Mathematics: Years 1 to 10 Syllabus (Queensland Studies 
Authority, 2004) goes beyond just acknowledging social and cultural impacts on 
student learning. This particular Queensland syllabus states that mathematics itself 
evolves within and across cultures and is “dynamic because it is socially, culturally 
and historically constructed” (p. 2).  It also draws an understanding that learning is 
influenced within and across sociocultural contexts.  The 2007 Queensland Essential 
Learnings and Standards builds upon prior syllabi to suggest that mathematical 
understandings are socially produced using “knowledge handling tools of cognition, 
culture, language and interaction” (Queensland Studies Authority, 2007a, p. 15).  
This is more reflective of a sociocultural view of learning which places emphasis on 
pedagogic approaches that acknowledge the social origin and social nature of higher 
level knowledge construction (Wertsch, 1985). This study explores how Queensland 
teachers can use past NAPLAN numeracy test questions to encourage higher level 
knowledge construction during test preparation. 
Pedagogic approaches to enhance mathematical knowledge and understandings 
have been largely underpinned by a notion that students learn best when provided 
with activities that link concrete materials, visual cues, verbal responses, and 
symbolic representations.  Such a notion is based on a mathematical learning model 
referred to as the “Rathmell Triangle” which stresses the importance of concrete 
material construction and visual representations toward developing proficiency in the 
use of mathematical abstract symbols (Payne & Rathmell, 1977). This model of 
mathematical learning does not necessarily reflect a sociocultural approach to 
learning as it does not acknowledge the need for social interaction, or the need for 
culturally reflective concrete materials.  Nonetheless, Mathematics syllabi over time 
have acknowledged the need for quality interactions and support between and among 
teachers and peers.   
Similar to literacy pedagogic approaches discussed in section 3.1.1, learner-
centred activities with the teacher scaffolding and guiding learning, building on prior 
knowledge and encouraging student agency is outlined within past mathematics 
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syllabi.  This pedagogic approach reflects a sociocultural view of learning wherein 
students benefit from initial guidance from a more competent person, then 
collaborate together on culturally rich activities toward becoming self-scaffolded 
independent learners (Holton & Clarke, 2006). The “Essential Learnings and 
Standards” also promote building on prior knowledge, identifying learner interest 
and the need for peer interaction, all reflective of a sociocultural view of learning 
(Queensland Studies Authority, 2007c).  In addition, Essential Learnings and 
Standards acknowledge that assessment is integral for effective teaching and 
learning.  It could be argued here that NAPLAN, currently being used as a major 
assessment tool, is becoming integral for effective mathematics and literacy teaching 
and learning, particularly in Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 in Queensland.  
Numeracy assessment practices have evolved over time.  Interestingly, the 
1987 mathematics syllabus suggests “normal assessment programs” (Queensland 
Department of Education, 1987, p. 34) but does not outline or elaborate on these.  
Nonetheless, student interviews and observations are regarded as assessment 
techniques in the 1987 Queensland mathematics syllabus. The 2004 syllabus builds 
on these to include focused analysis, self and peer assessment, similar to literacy 
assessment.  More recent numeracy assessment techniques mirror literacy assessment 
requirements in that assessment practices should be used to inform pedagogy for 
learning enhancement, rather than merely targeting identifying student achievement 
of expected learning. According to Rogoff (2008b), within a sociocultural 
perspective, it is the use of such culturally reflective assessment tools related to 
mathematical systems, how they are best learned, and how they are used within any 
community of practice, which is of most importance. Specific to this study is how 
Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 teachers use past NAPLAN test materials to effectively 
teach mathematic content knowledge and procedural skills in efforts to prepare 
students for testing. 
Queensland teachers have been guided by literacy and numeracy curriculum 
syllabi that have a 30 year history of sociocultural theoretical influences.  Therefore, 
an exploration within any Queensland education environment is best undertaken by 
applying a sociocultural lens.  In so doing, any pedagogic challenges and adjustments 
being experienced by Queensland teachers striving to support their diverse student 
population within a sociocultural framed teaching and learning environment can be 
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illuminated. This study also explores the broader social, cultural and political 
influences that may be impacting Year 3, Year 5 and Year teacher practices as they 
mediate any potential constraints arising from an expectation to prepare students for 
NAPLAN testing.  
Holton and Clarke (2006) propose that teaching practices within a 
socioculturally supportive classroom require a scaffolded approach in that a teacher 
adjusts pedagogic methods to support the learning needs of individuals and groups of 
students. It is for this reason that their pedagogic model has been selected for this 
study to interpret a breadth of teacher practices, and in particular, to interpret any 
differences in approaches to everyday compared with pre-NAPLAN preparation.  
Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model is next reported. 
3.2 HOLTON AND CLARKE’S (2006) SCAFFOLDED PEDAGOGIC 
MODEL 
 Although the term “scaffold” within education has become more latterly 
synonymous with second language learning, it was first penned by Wood, Bruner 
and Ross (1976) who applied the term to describe how students are able to develop 
knowledge and skills through support and guidance from teachers and more 
competent peers. With the same principle in mind, Wertsch and Addison Stone 
(1985) applied the term to describe how more competent English users are able to 
support less competent English users in language learning.  Holton and Clarke (2006) 
use “scaffolding” to describe three fundamental teaching approaches to assist 
learners. They apply an analogy of builders using scaffolding to reach places 
otherwise inaccessible and then gradually removing these scaffolds as the building 
becomes structurally independent to stand alone.  This study adopts Holton and 
Clarke’s (2006) sociocultural model of teaching and learning, as explained next. 
Drawing upon Vygotsky’s ZPD theory with specific use of the term “zone”, 
Holton and Clarke (2006) identify three types of pedagogic scaffolding:  expert, 
reciprocal and self. They also categorise teacher and student roles as “scaffolding 
agents”, identify the locus of authority as “instruction location” and use the term 
“scaffolding domains”, which refer to “conceptual” and “heuristic” knowledge 
development zones.  
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Table 3.3 
Scaffolding types, agents, instructional locations and domains 
Scaffolding Type Scaffolding agent Instructional 
location 
Scaffolding domain 
Conceptual heuristic 
Expert 
Reciprocal 
Self 
Expert 
Peer 
Self 
External 
Mutual 
Interior 
Zone 1 
Zone 3 
Zone 5 
Zone 2 
Zone 4 
Zone 6 
(adopted from Holton & Clarke, 2006, p. 137) 
The terms “conceptual” and “heuristic” derive from the mathematics field; 
conceptual referring to mathematical content and heuristic referring to mathematical 
approaches or strategies.  This study draws predominantly on the three scaffolding 
types, agents and locations regarding teachers’ intended and enacted pedagogies 
during a period leading up to NAPLAN testing.  
Holton and Clarke (2006) built their model on Vygotskian foundations, 
acknowledging three scaffolding types. The scaffolding type ‘expert’ refers to a 
teacher or more competent peer taking sole responsibility for external transmission of 
knowledge and skills. Reciprocal teaching and learning identifies the importance of 
sharing responsibility for learning through collaborative practices. These scaffolds 
acknowledge the role of the teacher or more competent peer as both expert and 
collaborators toward student self-scaffolding of their learning, relocating the control 
over learning to the student. The view is that sensitive use of the model increases 
student agency over their individual learning. Table 3.4 provides an elaboration of 
Holton and Clarke’s (2006) sociocultural pedagogic scaffolding model adopted for 
this study into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher pedagogy. 
Table 3.4 
Sociocultural pedagogic scaffolding model 
Scaffolding 
type 
Scaffolding 
agent 
Instructional 
location 
Scaffolding domain 
Conceptual Heuristic 
Expert 
 
Expert – 
adult or more 
competent 
peer has 
specific 
responsibility 
for the 
External – 
provider of 
knowledge 
Zone 1 
Teacher as expert, 
providing the 
task/question to 
which students 
respond using their 
content knowledge.  
Zone 2 
Teacher interacts 
with students, using 
open-ended 
questioning to 
encourage them to 
regularly evaluate 
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learning of 
others 
their developing 
understanding. 
Reciprocal Peers – 
two (or 
more) people 
work 
collaborative
ly on a 
common 
task, sharing 
responsibility 
for learning.  
Mutual – 
collaborative 
construction 
of knowledge 
 
Zone 3 
Teacher and students 
reflect on the 
legitimacy of applied 
procedural 
knowledge. 
 
Zone 4 
Teacher and students 
ask stimulating 
questions for 
discussion of general 
issues related to 
knowledge 
development rather 
than focusing on 
problem specific 
correctness or 
procedure. 
Self Self – 
an individual 
provides own 
scaffolding 
when 
tackling any 
new 
problem/con
cept thereby 
having 
personal  
responsibility 
for learning. 
Interior – 
self regulated 
construction 
of knowledge 
 
Zone 5 
Student reflects on 
the justification of 
applying a specific 
procedure in 
evaluating its 
appropriateness. 
Zone 6 
Student describes 
knowledge 
development in 
terms that are less 
content-specific and 
more related to 
generic problem 
solving strategies. 
(adopted from Holton and Clarke (2006)) 
Holton and Clarke (2006) argue that self-scaffolding is essentially student 
metacognitive skill development.  They define scaffolding as “an act of teaching that 
i] supports the immediate construction of knowledge by the learner; and ii] provides 
the basis for the future independent learning of the individual” (p. 131). Such a 
definition recognises social and individual connectedness within the context of 
learning, and uses the term “scaffolding” as a metaphor to link teachers’ and 
students’ social and personal domains.  
3.2.1 Scaffolding teaching and learning 
Student participation in scaffolded learning activities invariably rests with a 
teacher’s understanding of, and support for, individual social, cultural, physical and 
cognitive needs. Murphy (2008a), along with others, proposes that culturally 
influenced activities are required to be structured to support student learning until 
independent competence is achieved. Collaborative activity is important in 
scaffolding teaching and learning. Collaboration between and among teachers and 
students jointly working toward solving problems provides opportunity for ideas to 
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be shared, discussions to occur and actions to be undertaken. Members of a 
collaborating group gain alternative insights as well as social and cultural habits from 
participating colleagues.  
Student-teacher collaboration has been likened to an “apprenticeship model of 
learning” wherein “guided participation” in “culturally valued activities are essential 
to children’s thinking” (Rogoff, 1990, p. 8).  Collaborative activity is regarded to 
encourage students to become active learners and supportive social partners within 
everyday classroom learning (Street, 1984).  Social and cultural approaches to 
classroom learning and assessment practices also require an awareness of the 
“relationship between human mental functioning on the one hand, and the cultural, 
institutional and historical situations in which this functioning occurs, on the other” 
(Wertsch, et al., 1995, p. 3).   
Wells and Claxton (2002) claim that social and cultural beliefs and values, 
constructed and adopted during previous experiences and over generations, are 
shared, refined and reconstructed within current learning contexts. Referred to as 
participatory appropriation, student knowledge and skills continually change and 
evolve, progressively building on past experiences while moving from one situation 
to other subsequent situations.  Therefore, it is believed that a continuous evolution 
of knowledge construction increases independent competence and agency in 
learning. When students develop in this way, metacognitive skills, such as 
negotiation and problem solving, usually develop. According to Rogoff (2008a), 
metacognition is useful for tackling everyday life situations where a more competent 
person is not available.    
Research into scaffolding teaching and learning finds that metacognition is 
involved when the locus of authority shifts from teacher directed expert instruction to 
student as independent problem solver (Holton & Clarke, 2006).  For example, when 
a teacher encourages a student to take more responsibility for generating knowledge 
through problem solving, metacognition can develop. A student can then take more 
control within the teaching-learning partnership. Holton and Clarke (2006) 
acknowledge the importance of implementing a repertoire of teaching-learning 
strategies in efforts to increase student agency through development of reciprocal and 
self-scaffolding skills.  
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3.2.2 Teacher-student agency 
How Queensland teachers are encouraging students to take greater control of 
their learning in preparation for NAPLAN lies at the core of this study’s research. 
Implicit in Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolding model (see Table 3.4) is 
recognition of the importance of building agency in learners and sensitivities of a 
teacher to recognise contexts more suited to students building ownership in their 
learning, as opposed to direct instruction where the teacher acts only as expert. The 
term ‘agency’ refers to the degree of ownership students have over learning. 
Ownership includes the confidence a student displays to take personal responsibility 
for acquiring new knowledge and understanding and ultimately leads to higher 
mental functioning (Healy, 2008).  When students are provided opportunities to 
communicate with an adult or peers, socialised speech can be internalised to assist 
the meaning-making process.  Murphy (2008a) also suggests a reciprocal process in 
that when students have greater opportunity to form higher mental functioning 
independently, student agency within the teaching-learning cycle increases.  
According to Murphy (2008), when student agency develops toward 
independence through negotiated communicative experiences with a teacher or more 
competent peer, it encapsulates the notion of learning as a “process of becoming and 
belonging… a transformation of identity as evolving forms of competence or 
trajectories” (p. 162). “Trajectory” in this sense refers to the coherent continuous 
momentum that connects students’ past learning with present activities that are able 
to be re-enacted, revised and refined in the future.  
Wenger (2008a) suggests that trajectory processes help to contribute to a 
student’s ability to recognise what matters and what doesn’t, thereby developing 
personal identity.  A teacher’s role in developing student agency is to encourage 
positive personal identity as an independent learner (Healy, 2008).   In the case of 
literacy education, Healy (2008) argues that it requires a pedagogic shift, specifically 
to recognise the ways in which students learn in the current contextual climate of a 
globalised, digital communication space. Healy (2008) adds that building student 
agency is dependent upon a pedagogic recognition that teachers should build on what 
students are doing outside of the classroom. Such pedagogy seems plausible 
considering Education Queensland’s Productive Pedagogies, briefly mentioned in 
section 1.1 and 2.1.  
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Productive Pedagogies aim to assist teachers to develop pedagogic strategies 
that acknowledge students’ prior knowledge, their various learning styles, and social, 
cultural and economic background influences (Queensland Department of Education 
Training and Employment, 2002).  Productive Pedagogies encourage teachers to 
present knowledge as problematic, requiring collaborative investigation with students 
to develop deep understandings and suspend both belief and disbelief in efforts to 
understand knowledge complexity.  Knowledge is identified as not fixed or static, 
but influenced by political, social and cultural implications. Therefore, the legitimacy 
of knowledge and “truth” is very much dependent on who proposes the context in 
which knowledge is presented and the lens brought to the knowledge by the learner.  
Teachers in Queensland, as in many parts of the world, are encouraged to guide 
students to become self-regulated learners, actively engaging in problem-based 
curriculum. As students become actively engaged in learning, student agency is 
proposed to increase.  A student can then begin to “make connections between their 
background knowledge and experience, and the topics, skills and competencies they 
are studying and acquiring” (Queensland Department of Education Training and 
Employment, 2002).  
From a sociocultural perspective, Productive Pedagogies encourages a learning 
community approach, which allows “substantive conversation” between and among a 
teacher and students and the development of shared understandings and expectations. 
The proposition here is that a learning environment should be student-centred, 
socially supportive and culturally enriching.  Core to this study is how teachers are 
adjusting their pedagogic practices within everyday classroom communities in an 
effort to progress students toward developing positive self-scaffolded learner identity 
in an era of nationally mandated standardised assessment. 
3.2.3 Communities of teacher-learner practice 
Learning, as a social experience, is described by Lave and Wenger (1991) to be 
“a process of changing knowledgeable skill…and of changing identity in and through 
membership in a community of practitioners” (p. 64).  Culture within a classroom 
community of practice often determines the degree of social engagement in activities 
aimed at encouraging knowledge acquisition. Similar to Rogoff’s (1990) 
apprenticeship model of teaching and learning, Lave and Wenger (1991) also adopt 
an apprenticeship model to situated learning within their community of practice.  
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Knowledge acquisition, according to Lave (1991), is only one part of “a process of 
becoming a member of a sustained community of practice” (p. 65). In this model, 
learners initially participate as apprentices on the peripheral edge of a learning 
activity under the guidance of a skilled and knowledgeable master or oldtimer. As 
knowledge and skills develop under mastery guidance, the learner becomes 
proficient to use socially and culturally appropriate language and tools, thereby fully 
participating in the community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991, 2005).   
According to Lave and Wenger (1991), a sustained community of practice 
places emphasis on recognising apprentice competency of organisational skills and 
co-ordination among participants. Little emphasis is placed on blame or praise.  This 
competency based style of assessment is argued to reduce instances of identifying 
personal success and failure which can affect self esteem and positive learner identity 
within a community of practice. All participants play an active role within a socially 
supportive community of practice, with assessment targeted toward proficiency of 
appropriate language and tool use reflective of the culture in which they participate 
(Lave & Wenger, 1991).  Wenger (2008b) refers to a process of reification whereby 
members of a community produce and reproduce tools which become central to the 
practice.  Wenger (2008b) also suggests that reification has the potential to shape 
human learning experience in concrete ways in that “having a tool to perform an 
activity changes the nature of that activity” (p. 37).  This study acknowledges that 
past NAPLAN test materials are being used as a concrete learning tool within 
schools throughout Australia. How the use of NAPLAN related resources as learning 
tools are affecting teacher practices is central to this study.  
3.3 CONCLUSION 
This chapter has argued that for over 30 years Queensland teachers’ pedagogic 
practices have been largely guided by socioculturally underpinned literacy and 
numeracy curricula which propose students benefit from a model of teaching and 
learning that encourages their independent competency.  However, Australia’s 
nationally mandated standardised assessment, NAPLAN, has potential to constrain 
teacher practices to expertly teaching tested content and procedural skills for Year 3, 
5 and 7 students in efforts to ensure they are effectively prepared for testing.  
Consequently, Queensland teachers are increasingly challenged to provide scaffolded 
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teaching and learning for a culturally diverse student population who are mandated to 
complete NAPLAN testing. 
This study adopts  Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model, 
acknowledging that although direct, expert, teaching is an important pedagogic 
method, student learning potential is best nurtured through socially responsive 
environments accessing culturally relevant mediated tools. This sociocultural 
perspective is central to the study which explores the effect of standardised 
assessment, in the form of NAPLAN, on teaching practices. From a theoretical 
perspective, the study acknowledges that NAPLAN measures only the independent 
cognitive output of student learning at one given point-in-time.   
Queensland teachers are facing the challenge of encouraging students toward 
self-scaffolded metacognitive development in an era when high-stakes NAPLAN 
testing is annually scheduled in Years 3, 5 and 7.  This study explores how Year 3, 
Year 5 and Year 7 teachers at two Queensland school sites adjust their pedagogies 
while encouraging all students to actively participate in pre-NAPLAN test 
preparation. These teacher’s practices may hold the key to improved student 
NAPLAN success. 
Next, Chapter 4 describes this study’s research methodology and design, 
adopted to explore the effects of standardised assessment (NAPLAN) on teacher 
pedagogy within the context of Queensland schools. The chosen qualitative 
methodology and interpretative case study approach will be justified before the 
applied methods are described. Site selection and teacher participation is reported 
along with the pilot and study’s data collection procedures and timing. The study’s 
analytic framing, reflective of a constant comparative approach is then outlined 
before reliability and validity issues as well as the study’s ethics approval discussed. 
Chapter 4 concludes with a summary of the study’s methodological processes and 
procedural methods. 
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Chapter 4: Research Design 
INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 3 overviewed past Queensland literacy and numeracy curricula before 
justifying this study’s adoption of Holton and Clarke’s (2006) socioculturally 
underpinned scaffolded pedagogic model. Chapter 4 describes this study’s research 
methodology and design, adopted to achieve its aims and the process objectives 
regarding the effects of standardised assessment (NAPLAN) on pedagogic practices 
within the context of two Queensland schools and six teachers. Section 4.1 justifies 
the qualitative methodology and describes the selected interpretative case study 
approach. Section 4.2 reports the case study methods of interviews, observations and 
focus groups. Section 4.3 describes site selection and teacher participation while 
section 4.4 outlines procedures and timelines for the 2010 pilot and 2011 study data 
collection. Section 4.5 describes the study’s analytic framework, outlining the 
applied constant comparative method of analysis. Section 4.6 discusses validity and 
reliability issues while section 4.7 discusses this study’s ethical considerations. 
Section 4.8 concludes this chapter with a summary of methodological processes and 
procedural methods underpinning this study into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher 
practices.  
4.1 METHODOLOGY SELECTION 
Research investigates phenomena through systematic approaches that generate 
knowledge significant to the field of enquiry. The focus of this particular study is 
standardised assessment in an education context. The aim is to investigate the degree 
to which, and ways in which teachers have adjusted and adapted pedagogies to 
support the implementation of Australia’s National Assessment Program – Literacy 
and Numeracy (NAPLAN) (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 
Authority, 2011h).  
A research paradigm’s ontological, philosophical, epistemological and 
methodological assumptions determine its appropriateness (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992; 
Creswell, 2005).  On this basis, case study is selected as a suitable methodology as it 
 Chapter 4: Research Design 85 
enables a bounded “intensive description and analysis of a phenomenon” through the 
interpretation of individuals’ social and cultural experiences, and interactions 
(Merriam, 1998, p. 8). The study is bounded in two school sites which consist of a 
government preparatory to Year 7 (P-7) primary school and a non-government 
preparatory to Year 12 (P-12) multiple campus college, to investigate assessment, 
teaching and learning practices of a Year 3, a Year 5 and a Year 7 teacher in each 
site. 
Qualitative research is considered suitable for this study, as it allows for the 
examination of meanings sourced from participants’ own words, reports and 
observations (McMillan, 2000). Quantitative research, on the other hand, examines 
people’s worlds, actions and records, producing numeric data that requires statistical 
methods of analysis. Its purpose is to research problems that require description of 
trends or explanation of relationships among variables, using measurable, observable 
data with a specific, narrow purpose. Statistical analysis is inappropriate for data 
related to this study’s teachers’ conceptions and actions within the social and cultural 
setting of a classroom.  
This study explores the effects of NAPLAN by considering and analysing the 
complexities and challenges that some Queensland teachers may be experiencing 
during an era of educational reform in Australia. To achieve this, a qualitative 
interpretative case study approach is adopted.  This approach enables collection, 
collation and interpretation the teachers’ learning and teaching philosophies, as well 
as their assessment and teaching practices. Rich data is collected using multiple 
methods: interviews, observations and focus groups (see section 4.2). An 
interpretative approach allows analysis of interviews and observations relating to 
participants’ behaviours, beliefs and perceptions (Merriam, 1998). 
Unlike quantitative research, which strives for proof by challenging a 
hypothesis, qualitative research strives to discover complexities and perceived 
realities, recognising tensions and issues that exist within any research site (Creswell, 
2005; Merriam, 1998).  This study takes place within each school site, except for 
focus groups which are conducted off-site. Teacher participants were interviewed to 
elicit their perceptions about their literacy and numeracy practices, and their views 
on the effects of NAPLAN on their pedagogic practices. Observations of teacher 
participants’ actions within their classroom were also conducted. Qualitative research 
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acknowledges that both researcher and participants hold pre-determined assumptions, 
beliefs, and values that affect interpretations and teacher practices. Making these 
assumptions, beliefs, values and practices explicit was a necessary aspect of this 
study.  From a sociocultural perspective it is acknowledged that individual views 
about NAPLAN were derived from and influenced by personal experiential 
backgrounds.  
4.1.1 Qualitative methodology 
Merriam (1998) argues that where a lack of theory exists to explain a current 
phenomena, such as the increased use of standardised assessment, a flexible, 
qualitative approach is helpful. A researcher can conduct the study inductively, 
developing themes from the “thick” (p. 29) descriptions of participants’ views and 
actions. For this study, a sociocultural view of learning and assessment is used to 
collect and analyse data to develop explanations and insights about the effects of 
NAPLAN on teachers’ pedagogy (see Table 3.4).  
Qualitative research “locate(s) the observer in the world” to make actions and 
reactions visible (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003, p. 4).  This study involves collecting 
empirical materials, such as recorded and transcribed personal experiences and 
reflections; field notes of actions and reactions within the world of the classroom; 
and recorded and transcribed group reflections. The sociocultural theoretical 
perspective adopted for the study heightens the importance of considering personal 
history, gender, race, ethnicity, culture and social interactions when the data is 
interpreted and analysed. 
4.1.2 Interpretative case study 
This study draws predominantly from Merriam’s (1998) qualitative, 
interpretative case study methodology.  Merriam (1998) defines interpretative case 
study as “particularistic, descriptive and heuristic” (p. 29), which has a specific focus 
that requires rich, “thick” description to illuminate an understanding of the 
phenomena, outlined in the following Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1 
Characteristics of qualitative interpretative case study (adopted from Merriam1998) 
Particularistic Descriptive Heuristic 
Model of 
analysis 
Focuses on a 
particular situation, 
event, program or 
phenomenon. 
 
Concentrates on how 
particular groups of 
people confront 
specific problems (p. 
29). 
Rich ‘thick’ 
description of 
phenomena. 
 
Complete, literal 
description of an 
incident or entity 
being investigated 
(p. 30). 
 
Illuminates the 
reader’s 
understanding of 
phenomena.  
 
Provides insights 
into how situations 
get to be the way 
they are (p.31). 
Inductive 
analysis that is 
complex, deep 
and 
theoretically 
oriented (p.39). 
 
 
 
Merriam (2002c) suggests that interpretation within a qualitative case study 
first requires a problem to be identified which for this study, is the effects of 
NAPLAN on teacher pedagogy. Specifically, this study aims to illuminate an 
understanding of how a Year 3, a Year 5 and a Year 7 teacher at two Queensland 
schools adjusted their pedagogies during pre-NAPLAN testing activity with a 
particular focus on how NAPLAN is affecting a priority for group learning in 
everyday classroom practice. The education environment where teacher participants 
conducted NAPLAN and non-NAPLAN teaching and learning is an important 
consideration when interpreting their pedagogic practices. 
The education environment in both sites is seen as a lived experience, 
encompassing many socially constructed realities that were influenced by the cultural 
setting of the classroom. Merriam (1998) proposes that such a view requires an 
“interpretative” research approach as it acknowledges that within any classroom, 
power relations exist that influence learning values, beliefs and assumptions. 
Merriam (1998) regards interpretative case study as a “collective investigation” 
which encourages “the analysis of the underlying socioeconomic, political and 
cultural causes” (p. 5) of a phenomena.   
Classroom teacher practices are acknowledged in this study to be influenced by 
broader contextual impacts, including government policy and initiatives targeting 
literacy and numeracy improvement, parent/carer backgrounds, past student 
NAPLAN performance and school administrator practices and priorities.  Merriam 
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(2002c) suggests that collection of relevant contextual information is nonintrusive 
because this type of information tends to be easily accessed without disruption to 
everyday classroom practice. Merriam’s (1998) research methodology is also useful 
in exploring the effects of NAPLAN on teacher pedagogy in an “emic” manner, 
meaning it seeks interpretation from insiders within the classroom, rather than 
“etically”, meaning from outside of the classroom. Next discussed are the case study 
methods implemented as interviews, observations and focus groups. 
4.2 CASE STUDY METHODS 
Merriam (1998) describes case study research as striving to provide “holistic 
description” with “both breadth and depth of data collection” (p. 134). This study’s 
three data sets: 1] individual participant interviews; 2] everyday and NAPLAN 
specific classroom observations and 3] focus groups, aim to provide data breadth and 
depth, and used to inform holistic description of the effects of NAPLAN on teacher 
practices.  
4.2.1 Interviews 
In qualitative interviews, open-ended questions enable participants to describe 
personal information in detail, giving an in-depth understanding of individual 
attitudes, feelings and beliefs. According to Seale and Silverman (1997) this style of 
questioning is most effective toward gaining ‘authentic’ insights of participants’ 
experiences.  Merriam (1998) proposes that a good interviewer “establishes rapport, 
asks good questions, and listens intently” (p. 23). This is achieved by the 
development of professional researcher-participant relationships, use of an open-
ended questioning technique and listening intently, probing participants with further 
open-ended questions where necessary to elicit their unrestricted views, beliefs and 
perceptions relative to NAPLAN. 
Open-ended questioning technique allows interpretation to be made above and 
beyond closed questions that tend to elicit a ‘yes – no – maybe’ response. The 
strength of open-ended interviewing lies in the opportunity for responses to be 
clarified through further probing when participants appear unsure of a question’s 
meaning. According to Creswell (2005), researcher probing for participant 
elaboration is an effective method for gaining insights. Merriam (1998) suggests that 
an interpretative case study researcher requires an ability to listen to and interpret 
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what is stated as well as explicate what is implied by a participant’s verbal silences.  
A semi-structured approach to interviewing and digital audio recording of participant 
responses provides opportunity to capture participants’ silences for interpretation.  
This study adopts a semi-structured approach to interviewing. While some 
questions are structured to obtain specific pedagogic information, most questions are 
worded to encourage open responses regarding participants’ perceptions, beliefs, and 
values of NAPLAN (see Appendix A).  Such structuring encourages teacher 
participants to discuss personal worldviews surrounding the effects of NAPLAN on 
their pedagogic practices.  As suggested by Merriam (1998), each participant 
receives a copy of questions before their interview so they can become familiar with 
the proposed topics.  
Each interview begins with a clarification of the purpose of the study, 
providing an opportunity for each participant to ask questions regarding its aims. The 
question structure is discussed and additional verbal approval is gained to digitally 
record the interview.  The same digital audio device is used throughout the piloting 
of protocols and the study’s data collection phase. Electronic transcriptions are 
completed immediately following each interview. This consistency in data gathering 
and transcribing aims to increase data accuracy and richness. Also consistent with 
Merriam’s (1998) methodology, each participant is provided a typed copy of their 
interview responses so that they can “member check” their individual transcripts. 
Then an initial observation of each teacher’s practices in their classroom learning 
environment is scheduled. 
4.2.2 Observations 
Observation in qualitative research holds potential for gathering participant 
feedback, increasing the opportunity to further develop good rapport and, as a result, 
gain greater insight into participant perspectives (Johnson & Christensen, 2000). 
Observation as a collection tool is very useful for investigating teacher practices 
during classroom instruction, as actual behaviour can be recorded as it occurs. 
Teacher behaviour relates to pedagogic choices, which is this study’s central 
concern. While the physical setting of the classroom is important toward 
contextualising the general classroom climate, of more importance to this study is an 
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understanding of activities, interactions, conversations and factors relating to 
everyday and NAPLAN test preparation classroom pedagogic practices. 
A researcher is “the primary instrument for data collection” (Merriam, 1998, p. 
7); therefore, researcher field notes are an essential data collection tool. However, 
field notes rely on human interactions, with all observations filtered through a 
researcher’s own worldview, values and perspectives, which are unavoidably 
subjective. To combat personal subjectivity as far as possible, each teacher is 
provided a copy of the sociocultural pedagogic model for this study, adopted from 
Holton and Clarke (2006), prior to classroom observations (see Table 3.4).  
Participants are encouraged to ask questions regarding this model, its scaffolded 
pedagogic approach to teaching and learning, and relevance to the study.  
Classroom observations are discreet and informal to minimise potential for 
irregular participant and student behaviour.  This enhances a respectful, professional 
relationship between researcher and teacher, which Goetz and LeCompte (1981) 
propose is the key to preventing data contamination. Merriam (2002a) refers to such 
relationship building as highly collaborative in that participatory, political and ethical 
issues are brought to prominence within the dissemination of findings. 
Observational data is digitally audio-recorded, diagrammatically drawn, and 
recorded as electronically typed field notes. Such data is recorded and analysed 
against Holton and Clarke’s (2006) sociocultural pedagogic model to assist with 
terminology consistency and identification of observed pedagogic practices (see 
Appendix B). Categories emerge between teachers’ intended and enacted everyday 
pedagogy compared with intended and enacted NAPLAN test preparation. Then, 
focus groups are scheduled as a final data collection method for the study. 
4.2.3 Focus groups 
Focus groups enable teacher participants to discuss, explore, add and interpret 
their views and conceptions above and beyond classroom observation. Focus group 
interview situations also enable the gathering of in-depth information in a short 
amount of time from multiple participants as personal viewpoints are discussed and 
potentially challenged (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2003; Creswell, 2005).  
Focus groups have potential for the collection of a large amount of data 
relatively quickly. This study’s focus group sessions are conducted as informal 
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gatherings of each site’s teacher participants with broad open-ended questions to 
guide discussion (see Appendix C).  However, settings where participants share ideas 
and listen to other points of view could evoke judgements that can cause frustration 
or anxiety. The teacher participants in this study who had expressed a degree of 
frustration or anxiety toward NAPLAN during interviews and observations were 
subsequently unavailable for their final off-site focus group session. It became 
apparent during comparative analysis of the study’s data that where there appeared to 
be a greater degree of participant frustration or anxiety toward NAPLAN, there also 
appeared to be greater contextual influences impacting on teacher practices at their 
education site.  Site selection and teacher participation is next reported.    
4.3 SITE SELECTION AND PARTICIPANTS 
Qualitative inquiry requires purposeful sampling, i.e. “information rich” 
individuals or sites that best add to an understanding of the central phenomenon 
under study (Bogdan & Biklen, 1992). The purposeful sample is usually small due to 
the nature of the phenomena studied, which seeks an “in-depth” description and 
analysis.  Merriam (2002b) suggests that case study requires a bounding system 
whereby site  and participant selection is purposeful and “selected because it exhibits 
characteristics of interest to the researcher” (p. 179).   
4.3.1 Case study site selection 
The case studies are bounded within a Year 3, a Year 5 and a Year 7 classroom 
in each of two Queensland schools.  Case Study Site one (CSS1) is a government P-7 
primary school; Case Study Site two (CSS2) a non-government P-12 college. There 
are two reasons for selecting these two case study sites.  Firstly, this study 
acknowledges Merriam’s (2002a) proposal that external validity of research is 
stronger when multiple case study sites are explored. Secondly, both case study sites 
are located in regions within Queensland, Australia that are familiar to the 
researcher. Therefore, these regions’ potential economic and sociocultural influences 
were known. Consensual access to all potential teacher participants at each case 
study site is obtained through written education departmental approval, signed 
Principal approval and where necessary, Head of Campus (HOC) verbal approval.   
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4.3.2 Teacher participation 
A pilot was conducted in 2010 where participation was sought from teachers, 
with data collection commencing in 2011.  The 2010 pilot initially gained consent 
from a Year 3, a Year 5 and a Year 7 teacher at case study site two (CSS2) followed 
by consent from two Year 3, two Year 5 and two Year 7 teachers at each case study 
site. In total, nine teachers participated in this study’s pilot. The data collection in 
2011 included the following teacher participants. Pseudonym names are used to 
ensure participant anonymity. 
Table 4.2 
Teacher participation  
Case Study Site One Case Study Site Two 
Year 3 – Julie Year 3 – Gloria 
Year 5 – Rita Year 5 – Pam 
Year 7 – Ken Year 7 – Harris 
 
The potential for teachers to feel coerced or compelled to participate in this 
study was acknowledged. Therefore all pilot and study Year 3, 5 and 7 teachers at 
each case study site were equally invited via email to participate.  A Participant 
Information Sheet (PIS) and Consent Form (CF) were attached (see Appendix D).  In 
addition, potential participants were encouraged to ask questions relating to the study 
prior to their signing a consent form, and emphasised the voluntary nature of their 
participation. During the pilot and study, once signed consent was received, 
participant related data collection began. 
4.4 PILOT AND STUDY TIMELINES  
4.4.1 Pilot timeline 
Participation of teachers in a pilot study provides opportunity for the trialling 
and refining of initial interview questions, observation protocol and data gathering 
techniques. For example, this study’s interview questions were refined to be more 
specific to NAPLAN test preparation; the observation protocol became more specific 
to Holton and Clarke’s (2006) pedagogic model which in turn refined data gathering 
techniques. Refinement of the study’s interview questions, observation protocol and 
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data gathering techniques during the pilot allowed a more consistent sociocultural 
lens through which teacher intended and enacted pedagogic practices were discussed, 
observed and recorded.  Table 4.3 outlines the pilot data sets and provides a timeline. 
Table 4.3 
2010 Pilot data sets and timeline  
Data sets 
Term 1 Term 2 Term 3 Term 4 
Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
Interviews          
Observations          
Focus Groups            
 
The pilot was conducted during a four week period in the first term of 
Queensland’s 2010 school calendar year and the two week period leading up to 
NAPLAN testing in term two. Consistent with Merriam’s (2002a) suggestion that 
“the researcher’s analytic strategies are central to deriving categories, themes or 
‘irregularities” (p. 21) all pilot data was coded and sorted by continually referring 
back to raw data, reading word by word and line by line to induce themes. 
The pilot ended in Term 2, 2010 with collected data proving inadequate for 
responding to the research questions.  There were two reasons for this. Firstly, 
Australia’s education reform agenda included the introduction of a national 
curriculum in English and Mathematics to replace state-based curricula.  Therefore, 
the study’s research focus on the effects of NAPLAN on state-based curricula was no 
longer appropriate.  Secondly, it appeared that the data collection was broader than 
necessary for responding to the research question. Creswell (2005) suggests that such 
an occurrence tends to result in data management becoming too “unwieldy”, with 
potential for findings to have “superficial perspectives” (p. 207).  The study’s 
protocols and timeline were further refined to specifically target any effects of 
NAPLAN requirements on teacher practices. 
4.4.2 Study timeline 
Research competence regarding efficient data gathering, transcribing, 
electronic storage, sorting, coding, categorising and theme identification techniques 
were established throughout 2010.  Also, supportive professional relationships with 
 94 Chapter 4: Research Design      
past teacher participants at each case study site during the study’s piloting had been 
developed during the 2010 pilot. Further refinement of open-ended questions and 
protocols occurred in efforts to gather rich data about the unrestricted views and 
actions of participants which were used to generate new knowledge regarding the 
effect of NAPLAN on pedagogy at two Queensland schools. This study’s main data 
collection began at the beginning of the Queensland school calendar year in January, 
2011, and ended in November, 2011.  A timeline of data collection is next provided. 
Table 4.4 
2011 Study data sets and timeline 
Data sets 
Term 1 Term 2 Term 3 Term 4 
Jan Feb Mar April May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov 
Interviews         
Observations         
Focus groups            
 
As indicated in Table 4.4, teacher participant related data sets were collected 
concurrently.  This allowed each participant to schedule interview and classroom 
observations to suit their individual teacher timetables. Table 4.5 outlines the 
scheduling of teacher participation in interviews (Data Set 1), classroom observations 
(Data Set 2) and focus groups (Data Set 3). 
Table 4.5 
Schedule of teacher participation during the study’s data collection phase 
Participants 
Data Set 1 
Interviews 
Data Set 2 
Observations 
Data Set 3 
Focus groups 
Attendance Dates Attendance 
C
as
e 
S
tu
d
y
 S
it
e 
o
n
e 
Julie Yes 
09/02 
15/02 
25/02 
28/02 
02/03 
03/03 
10/04 
27/04 
04/05 
No 
Rita Yes Yes 
Ken Yes No 
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Participants 
Data Set 1 
Interviews 
Data Set 2 
Observations 
Data Set 3 
Focus groups 
Attendance Dates Attendance 
C
as
e 
S
tu
d
y
 S
it
e 
tw
o
 Gloria Yes 
03/02 
10/02 
11/02 
16/02 
08/03 
10/03 
17/03 
05/05 
06/05 
No 
Pam Yes Yes 
Harris Yes Yes 
 
Data Set 1, interviews were conducted either in a quiet room on site or during a 
quiet period without student presence in the classroom.  Data Set 2, which consisted 
of everyday and NAPLAN test preparation classroom observations, was scheduled at 
a mutually agreeable time with each teacher. These observations were invariably 
scheduled during full day site visits. Data Set 3 involving focus groups was 
scheduled after the reporting of 2011 NAPLAN results. As suggested by Merriam 
(1998) all collected data were analysed inductively.  
4.5 ANALYTIC FRAMEWORK 
The analytic process adopted for this study is referred to as “inductive”, 
whereby collected data was coded and sorted into Holton and Clarke’s (2006) 
sociocultural based scaffolded pedagogic categories of “Expert”, “Reciprocal” and 
“Self” to generate major themes (see Table 3.4). Emerging themes provided thick 
descriptive portraits of each teacher participant’s context as well as their views and 
actions regarding the effects of NAPLAN within their classroom environment.  This 
process aimed to encourage the reader to visualise the situation and become 
immersed in exploring the central phenomenon (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002; 
Bogdan & Biklen, 1992; Cohen, et al., 2003; Creswell, 2005; Merriam, 1998). 
Therefore, data analysis for this study required an analytic framework best 
supportive of a sociocultural theoretical positioning.  
This study included multiple case study data collection methods, including 
interviews, observations and focus groups (see section 4.2) comprising teacher 
participants’ intended and enacted everyday pedagogic practices and NAPLAN test 
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preparation.  Collected data were constantly compared within each case study site 
before a cross-case comparative analysis of both case study sites was undertaken. 
4.5.1 Constant comparative analytic method 
The analytic framework adapted for this study drew on a constant comparative 
method of analysis (CCA) founded on the works of Glaser and Strauss (Glaser, 1965; 
Glaser & Strauss, 1967).   The qualitative constant comparative analytic method aims 
to interpret operational (enacted) and conceptual (intended) factors within the context 
of teachers’ everyday pedagogic practices (Glaser, 1965). This study aimed to 
explore teachers’ intended and enacted pedagogies during everyday teaching and 
learning compared with NAPLAN test preparation sessions. CCA supported 
inductive coding of collected data within the study’s theoretically based categories of 
expert, reciprocal and self pedagogic methods, with teacher participants’ intentions 
and actions constantly compared.   
Discovery of comparable relationships and deviant cases i.e. those that have 
contradictory data, were sought through a continual interplay between data collection 
and analysis (Goetz & LeCompte, 1981; Seale & Silverman, 1997; Strauss, 1987).  
CCA acknowledges the important role a researcher plays in the course of analysing 
multiple data sets and is consistent with a sociocultural theoretical position as it 
allows comparisons between text, observation and talk toward making interpretative 
claims (Silverman, 2001, 2006).  The use of different data sets in the comparison of 
this study’s data further encouraged triangulation to validate the identified themes 
emerging from analysis. Identified themes aimed to highlight any possible pedagogic 
shifts that were occurring as teachers responded to the demands of NAPLAN test 
preparation.   
The study adopted data source triangulation which Denzin (1984) suggests is 
useful if observed incidences hold similar meaning in other incidences.  Data source 
triangulation requires combining and comparing collected data from multiple sets 
(Merriam, 2002a). In this study, a combination of individual and focus group 
interviews, and everyday and NAPLAN test preparation observations were sourced 
and constantly compared. Triangulation of these multiple data sets assisted the 
process of identifying and comparing anomalies between what was written, spoken 
and observed.  The transcripts and field notes were analysed according to Holton and 
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Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model that identifies the roles of expert, 
reciprocal and self within teaching and learning (see section 3.2). Denzin (2002) 
suggests that research interpretation requires deconstructing and analysing multiple 
data sets gained from multiple cases, inductively reducing data to its essential 
elements, and then reconstructing these elements back together to comprehend 
pertinent parts and structures of a phenomenon.  As suggested by Ryan and Bernard 
(2003), the study initially drew on reviewed literature to formulate general themes to 
guide interview questions and classroom observations which were in turn expanded 
as data collection progressed. The validity and reliability of this study’s three data 
sets were important considerations. 
4.6 VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY 
 Qualitative validity criteria consists of “credibility, transferability, 
dependability and confirmability” (Anfara, Brown, & Mangione, 2002, p. 209). This 
study used multiple internal validity techniques. All interviews and observations 
were persistently and thoroughly recorded as digital audio and text for each 
individual teacher participant (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). These were then summarised 
and emailed to each relevant participant for clarification whereby member checking 
was undertaken. Silverman (2006) refers to this process as “respondent validation” 
(p. 403) whereby participants verify their own findings.  
As previously mentioned in section 4.5, triangulation was carried out through 
continuous, iterative and inductive comparison of data gathered from interviews, 
observations and focus groups. Although this process may produce contradictory or 
inconsistent data, Merriam (1998) argues that triangulation, supported by member 
checking and persistent and thorough observation, increases the data’s internal 
validity and reliability. Where suspicion of any potential contradictory or 
inconsistent data arose, additional observation of teacher practices or further 
discussion with relevant teacher participants about their pedagogic choices was 
conducted.  
For example, Julie, a Year 3 teacher at CSS1 consented to an additional 
observation and engaged in a digitally audio recorded discussion regarding her views 
following a NAPLAN test preparation session where she appeared to intentionally 
take the role of expert instructor for an entire lesson (see section 5.3.1).  Verbal 
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clarification was also sought from, Ken a Year 7 teacher at CSS1, following a 
classroom observation where his practices appeared to be influenced by demands 
from a literacy coach for additional spelling testing (see section 5.3.5). Also, Pam, a 
Year 5 teacher at CSS2, was asked to share her views of a classroom observation 
which appeared to capture her adjusting test preparation content to reflect student 
interest in homophones (see section 6.3.3). These additional data collection 
opportunities increased internal validity and reliability of the study, as did peer 
examination, conducted by two university supervisors.   
Two Queensland University of Technology supervisors acted as peer 
examiners who provided an audit trail of emerging themes. Peer examination for this 
study reflects Merriam’s  (2002a) proposal that university supervisors should scan 
raw data, scrutinise reporting and discussion of emerging themes and consistently 
question the plausibility of the analysis and subsequent findings. Merriam (2002a) 
also suggests that research should have external validity.   
Two strategies to increase external validity, according to Merriam (2002a), are 
the accessing of multiple sites, and providing “rich, thick description” (p. 29) so that 
a reader can determine whether findings are transferrable to a wider range of 
situations. By accessing two education sites in different education sectors, this 
study’s external validity was increased. These sites experienced different contextual 
influences, which impacted on teacher participant practices in different ways.  
Specifically, CSS1 Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 teacher practices appeared to be more 
regulated than the same year level teachers at CSS2 who appeared to have more 
autonomy. These influences and impacts have been thickly described through 
reporting, discussion and comparative analysis of each case study site’s teacher 
participants’ intentions and actions in the context of NAPLAN preparation in 
Queensland. This study’s ethics and limitations have also been important 
considerations.  
4.7 ETHICS  
 Guba and Lincoln (1989) argue that authenticity criteria should address 
fairness and the ontological, educative, catalytic and tactical authenticity of research. 
They suggest that reflexivity encompasses all of these criteria and invites the 
researcher to be critical of self. A researcher improves research rigour by taking a 
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philosophical stance on the research, and discussing limitations or difficulties. This 
view of a researcher’s position as non-neutral, which demands that they be “reflexive 
and self aware of their role as an advocate for change” (Creswell, 2005, p. 441) was 
potentially problematic for this research.  
An interpretative researcher makes sociocultural views of reality unavoidably 
subjective. Merriam (1998) suggests that, as a result of this subjectivity, a researcher 
could make mistakes, miss opportunities and introduce personal bias. The following 
statement addresses the potential for this eventuality in this study. 
As the researcher, I declare my potential bias as a result of my teaching 
experiences, particularly working as a learning support teacher in the Queensland 
state education system throughout the introduction of standardised assessment, 
followed by Manager, Learning Enrichment in subsequent years of NAPLAN 
implementation. These personal experiences, combined with over six years of 
critically reviewing literature on standardised assessment, has further influenced my 
own values, beliefs and feelings regarding the effects of standardised assessment on 
pedagogic practices. To address this potential bias, I utilised an extended pilot 
period during which I developed my research skills and strategies before starting 
this study’s multiple data set collection and constant comparative analysis. Applying 
multiple internal validity processes, including member checking, persistent and 
thorough observation and triangulation processes, peer examination and external 
validity strategies have further reduced any bias I may otherwise exhibit. 
Although this study was considered low risk by the Queensland University of 
Technology Research Ethics Unit (see Appendix E) teacher frustration and anxiety 
arising from participating in this study into any effects of NAPLAN on teacher 
practices were considered throughout this study. Notably, during this study, 
NAPLAN was fast becoming a main measure of Australia’s education performance.  
Australian Federal and State government initiatives were targeting teacher practices 
aimed at raising students’ literacy and numeracy levels, with improvement 
exclusively measured by NAPLAN. Participants were informed of their right to 
withdraw from the study at any time. As mentioned in section 4.3.2, three 
participants withdrew during the study’s final focus group sessions.  Although 
teacher participant withdrawal from scheduled focus groups limited the amount of 
 100 Chapter 4: Research Design      
data collected during these sessions, acknowledgement was given to each teacher’s 
participation and their right to withdraw.    
4.8 CONCLUSION 
 This study adopts a qualitative, interpretative case study research 
methodology to achieve its aims and process objectives regarding the effects of 
standardised assessment, NAPLAN, on pedagogic practices within the context of two 
Queensland schools; one government state P-7 primary school referred to as case 
study site one (CSS1), and one non-government P-12 college, referred to as case 
study site two (CSS2).  Case study methods of interviews, observations and focus 
groups are used to gather data about teacher participants’ intentions and actions.  
Teachers from each of Year 3, 5 and 7 class levels at each case study site were 
invited to participate in this study’s 2010 pilot. Pilot data proved unsuccessful in 
answering the study’s research question which included a focus on Queensland 
curricula that was being superseded by the Australian Curriculum. Therefore, 
interview questions and protocols were further refined before the study’s data 
collection began in 2011.  Specific procedural timelines guided the pilot and study 
data collection, as well as initial transcription, categorising, sorting and coding 
requirements. 
A socioculturally reflective pedagogic model adopted from Holton and Clarke 
(2006) was used as an analytic tool to ensure theoretic consistency. Collected data 
were inductively woven into holistic thick descriptions of the socioculturally 
influenced views, attitudes, beliefs and feelings of teacher participants about the 
effects of NAPLAN on their pedagogies in their classroom environments. The use of 
multiple data collection methods required an analytic framework that allows for 
continuous, iterative and inductive comparing and contrasting of data.  Therefore, the 
analytic framework drew on constant comparative analysis techniques that support 
data triangulation. Triangulation, member checking and persistent and thorough 
observation techniques have been implemented to increase this study’s validity and 
reliability. Peer examination and external validity strategies have also been 
implemented to enhance research rigour. Ethical considerations have also been 
outlined. In particular, any previous researcher experience with standardised 
assessment within both Queensland education sectors accessed for the study and 
participant frustration and anxiety during data collection sessions has been reported.  
 Chapter 4: Research Design 101 
Chapters 5 and 6 provide thick descriptive details of each bounded case 
accessed for this study’s data collection. Chapter 5 describes and discusses a Year 3, 
a Year 5 and a Year 7 teacher’s practices within the context of case study site one, a 
government state P-7 primary school. Chapter 6 describes and discusses case study 
site two’s contextual influences impacting on a Year 3, a Year 5 and a Year 7 
teacher’s practices at a non-government P-12 college. Both chapters are similarly 
structured. First geographic and demographic information is reported along with 
relevant NAPLAN information. Next each teacher participant is profiled, beginning 
with a Year 3 teacher, then a Year 5 teacher and finally a Year 7 teacher. A 
comparative discussion of these teachers’ perceptions and challenges in the context 
of NAPLAN concludes this section. Following, teacher participant intended and 
enacted everyday and NAPLAN preparation practices are reported. Again, a Year 3 
teacher, then a Year 5 and finally a Year 7 teacher are reported and comparatively 
discussed. Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 conclude with a summary of emerging themes at 
each respective case study site. 
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Chapter 5: Case One – Three Teachers in a 
Government School 
INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 4 reported this study’s research methodology and design, justifying 
adoption of a qualitative interpretative case study approach (Merriam 1998) and its 
intention to use a constant comparative analytic approach to data analysis. The 
study’s methods, implemented to explore the effects of NAPLAN on teacher 
practices, site selection and teacher participation were also reported. The piloting and 
study data collection phases were then tabled and explained.  
In four sections, Chapter 5 reports on one of two Case Study sites involving 
each of a Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 teacher at a Queensland government P-7 state 
school. The study illuminates how each of these teacher participants responds to 
literacy and numeracy standardised assessment (NAPLAN) preparation.  Section 5.1 
provides a contextual report of case study site one (CSS1) including geographic and 
demographic information from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (2010); 
socio-educational data from the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting 
Authority (ACARA) (2010c); and site-specific school administrator pedagogic 
practices and priorities relating to the National Assessment Program – Literacy and 
Numeracy (NAPLAN) (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 
2010d) test preparation requirements for teachers at this case study site.  The section 
concludes with a summary discussion highlighting major contextual conditions. 
Section 5.2 profiles the three teacher participants at CSS1, commencing with a report 
of the perceptions and beliefs of standardised assessment and its perceived 
challenges by Julie, a Year 3 teacher.  Similar reporting is made for Case Study one’s 
Years 5 and 7 teachers, Rita and Ken respectively.  A comparative discussion 
highlighting major perceptual distinctions between these teachers concludes this 
section. Section 5.3 presents the description and interpretation of each teacher 
participant’s intended and enacted pedagogies during literacy and numeracy pre-
NAPLAN activity.  Discussion of major themes and issues arising from this study’s 
data in the context of pre-NAPLAN activity concludes the report of each teacher. 
Finally, section 5.4 concludes case study site one by summarising emergent themes. 
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Holton and Clarke’s (2006) sociocultural perspective, based on the work of 
Vygotsky (, acknowledges the need for pedagogic scaffolding as a strategic approach 
in expert instruction, as a basis for reciprocal collaborative group teaching and 
learning and for students’ self-scaffolding of their learning.  Pedagogic scaffolding is 
regarded by Holton and Clarke (2006) as the foundation on which metacognition 
develops sufficiently for everyday negotiation and problem solving skills.  However, 
as Murphy (2008) points out, pedagogic practices are additionally influenced by the 
broader social, cultural and political contexts beyond the classroom.  It is for this 
reason that Section 5.1 reports and discusses the wider context of CSS1, identifying 
major contextual features which have potential to impact on teacher practices at this 
site.  
5.1 CASE STUDY SITE ONE (CSS1) CONTEXT 
Case study site one (CSS1) involves three teachers employed in a government 
Preparatory to Year 7 (P-7) primary state educational facility, established in 
Queensland, Australia in 1991.  As mentioned in section 4.3.1, the criteria for 
selection of this educational facility included the researcher’s familiarity with 
CSS1’s community region, therefore having some background knowledge of its 
sociocultural and economic context.  CSS1 is geographically situated at the southern 
end of the Sunshine Coast region in Queensland, Australia.  The area is a fast 
growing residential community with many new properties on the rental market to 
which younger families are drawn.  Therefore, CSS1, a state government primary 
school, has potential for an influx of young children into primary education. 
According to Census data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ (ABS) “Socio-
Economic Indexes For Areas (SEIFA)” (2010), 81 percent of children living in close 
proximity to CSS1 reside with both parents.  This is relevant to the study as having 
two parents within a household is reported by Sanson and Wise (2001) to increase 
opportunities for providing sufficient child nurturing, educational support and 
economic stability which has the potential to forge supporting links between 
parenting and schooling.  To explore potential student enrolment further at CSS1, the 
“Index of Relative Socio-economic Advantage and Disadvantage (IRS-eAD)” was 
sourced from ABS (2010).    
The IRS-eAD is derived from statistics based on household income and 
educational attainment and serves to provide a general measure of socio-economic 
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status (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2010). According to IRS-eAD data, CSS1 is 
situated in a Queensland region ranked in the 75th percentile. Such a high percentile 
is considered by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (2010) to place this region within 
an “advantaged group” compared with lower percentile scoring Australian regions.  
This study into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher practices also takes into 
consideration that Australian schools are being measured by their students’ socio-
educational impacts as defined by the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and 
Reporting Authority’s (2010c) “Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage 
(ICSEA)”.  This measure is outlined in section 2.5.5.  
The ICSEA data for CSS1 was sourced from actual school enrolment 
information published on the “My School” website (Australian Curriculum 
Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c).  It contradicts the IRS-eAD data in 
that the majority of children enrolled at CSS1 are not identified as socio-
educationally advantaged. Table 5.1 outlines CSS1’s ICSEA with subsequent 
distribution of actual student enrolment into four quarters.  
Table 5.1 
Case study site one: Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA) 
Facility ICSEA 
value 
Distribution of students 
Bottom 
quarter 
Middle quarters 
Top 
Quarter 
CSS1 965 46% 28% 19% 8% 
(Data sourced from the Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (2010c)). 
Table 5.1 indicates that, at the time of this study into the effects of NAPLAN 
on teacher practices, CSS1’s ICSEA value of 965 falls below the Australian average 
of 1000.  Of relevance to this study is the ICSEA related distribution of actual 
student enrolment at CSS1.  Figures show that 46 percent of CSS1 students fall 
within the ICSEA bottom quarter while 28 percent fall into the lower middle quarter, 
equalling 74 percent. Meanwhile, 19 percent of students fall within the upper middle 
quarter and only eight percent in the top quarter.  Such an ICSEA distribution 
indicates a greater percentage of actual student enrolment at CSS1 experience lower 
socio-educational advantage.  Arguably, CSS1’s actual student enrolment, apparently 
experiencing lower than the Australian average for socio-educational advantage, has 
potential to impact on teachers’ pedagogic priorities in the context of NAPLAN test 
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preparation. Therefore, CSS1’s students’ past NAPLAN performance is next 
reported. 
5.1.1 Pedagogic priorities 
NAPLAN results provide a limited snapshot of students’ literacy and numeracy 
test achievements. Table 5.2 outlines past NAPLAN performance for CSS1, sourced 
from the “My School” website (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 
Authority, 2010c). 
Table 5.2 
Case study site one: Past NAPLAN performance 
Legend:  
SB = substantially below –  
B   = below –  
CT = close to – 
- all Australian schools’ average  
Case Study Site One (CSS1) 
2008 2009 2010 
Yr3 Yr5 Yr7 Yr3 Yr5 Yr7 Yr3 Yr5 Yr7 
Reading SB SB SB SB SB SB SB SB SB 
Writing SB B SB SB SB SB SB SB B 
Spelling SB B SB SB SB SB SB SB B 
Grammar and Punctuation SB B B SB SB SB SB SB B 
Numeracy SB SB SB SB SB B B SB B 
 
As indicated above, CSS1 Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 students have 
consistently performed below or substantially below the “all Australian schools’ 
average” (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c) in all 
NAPLAN tested areas for the past three years.  This average is explained in section 
2.3.4. Although CSS1’s 2010 NAPLAN results indicate some improvement in Year 
3 numeracy and Year 7 writing, spelling, grammar and punctuation, any 
improvements remain below Australia’s national minimum average required for 
NAPLAN.  As a result, CSS1 attracts additional federal government funding from 
the Smarter Schools National Partnership for Literacy and Numeracy, allocated for a 
four year period (Australian Government Department of Education Employment and 
Workplace Relations, 2009). This additional funding for literacy and numeracy 
 Chapter 5: Case One – Three Teachers in a Government School 107 
improvement at CSS1, within the context of NAPLAN, is central to this study 
because subsequent school-based strategies for improvement are aimed at teachers’ 
literacy and numeracy pedagogies. 
The Smarter Schools National Partnership for Literacy and Numeracy  aims to 
ensure implementation of effective, evidence based strategies targeting literacy and 
numeracy improvement (Australian Government Department of Education 
Employment and Workplace Relations, 2010). Effectiveness of implemented 
strategies is measured in terms of yearly NAPLAN performance. Subsequently, 
CSS1 school administrators have been required to develop an annual “Literacy and 
Numeracy National Partnership School Action Plan” toward improving Year 3, 5 and 
7 students’ literacy and numeracy achievement levels (The School, 2010, 2011). 
CSS1’s yearly action plans support teachers’ professional development in pedagogic 
practices to improve literacy and numeracy (The School, 2010, 2011). Specialist 
literacy and numeracy teachers, referred to as ‘coaches’, provide professional 
development for teachers to improve their practices. Literacy and numeracy coaches 
are allocated based on a school’s past NAPLAN results. The lower the results, the 
more hours of coaching allocated. The three CSS1 teacher participants involved in 
this study have been provided access to these coaches as determined by CSS1’s 
school administrators such as the Deputy Principal or Principal.  
The role of a literacy or numeracy coach is to conduct classroom observations 
of a teachers’ literacy and numeracy practices in order to provide professional 
feedback and pedagogic modelling.  Such an emphasis on literacy and numeracy is 
significant to this study as it can have both positive and negative implications.  On 
the one hand, teachers are provided with an opportunity to become up-skilled in 
these two curriculum areas.  On the other hand, it may result in de-skilling teachers 
when pedagogic energies are shifted away from other curriculum areas as a result of 
increasing time and pedagogic focus for literacy and numeracy.  In addition to 
increased pedagogic focus on literacy and numeracy, CSS1 teachers can also access 
alternative standardised assessment results to determine cohort and individual student 
academic levels. 
Using standardised assessment results alone to determine pedagogic priorities 
is cautioned by international researchers including Broadfoot (2008) and Apple 
(2001).  This is because pedagogic attention may involve mechanistic teaching 
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approaches targeting an increase in students’ standardised test scores, regardless of 
individual learning needs. Such a pedagogic shift is central to this study as past 
NAPLAN scores have potential to influence teacher practices.  As part of CSS1’s 
pedagogic priorities, a Deputy Principal is required to analyse yearly NAPLAN 
results to inform teachers’ NAPLAN test preparation priorities.  CSS1 school 
administrators also implement additional standardised assessment in the form of 
“Progressive Achievement Tests in Reading” (PAT-R) and “Progressive 
Achievement Tests in Mathematics” (PATMaths) (Australian Council for Education 
Research, 2008) in Years 3, 5 and 7.  
PAT-R tests target reading comprehension, word knowledge and spelling.  
PATMaths tests target number, space, measurement, chance and data, and patterns 
and algebra. It is suggested that standardised PAT tests reflect varied text types and 
test formatting (Australian Council for Education Research, 2008).  PAT tests are 
administered, scored and analysed by a CSS1 school administrator such as a Deputy 
Principal.  Analysed results of past NAPLAN and PAT tests are returned to each 
relevant CSS1 teacher who is expected to act on each individual student’s academic 
strengths and weaknesses leading up to NAPLAN testing.  Therefore, teachers at 
CSS1 are required to place increased emphasis on necessary skills and knowledge 
required to undertake standardised assessment, in particular, NAPLAN.  Of import to 
this study is how Year 3, 5 and 7 teachers adjust their pedagogic practices in efforts 
to prepare students for upcoming 2011 NAPLAN testing. Therefore, test preparation 
requirements on teachers in the context of CSS1 are next reported. 
5.1.2 NAPLAN test preparation requirements of teachers 
Within the context of Queensland, Year 3, 5 and 7 teachers have been 
influenced by a recommended strategy to use past NAPLAN results and test 
materials to prepare students for upcoming tests (Masters, 2009). CSS1 school 
administrators placed emphasis on using 2010 NAPLAN data to build pedagogic 
capability and capacity leading up to 2011 NAPLAN testing (The School, 2011).  In 
addition to using past NAPLAN and PAT tests to inform pedagogic priorities, CSS1 
teachers also accessed electronic and print based NAPLAN test materials in 
preparation for test requirements. However, teachers at CSS1 experienced 
photocopying restrictions, which limited provision of printed test material to each 
student during test preparation.  How teachers accessed and used test materials 
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influenced their test preparation practices.  Therefore, any resource restriction was a 
consideration in this study as it had potential to effect pedagogic decision making 
during NAPLAN test preparation. This study particularly focused on whether greater 
pedagogic emphasis was being placed on teaching test taking requirements, 
suggested by McMillan (2008) to be essential for standardised testing. These 
requirements include teaching specific tested content, test-wise knowledge and test-
taking skills (McMillan, 2008).  CSS1’s Year 3, 5 and 7 teachers were expected to do 
whatever was necessary to prepare all students for NAPLAN testing. 
5.1.3 Discussion 
From a sociocultural perspective the relationship between an educational 
institution and the students’ academic potential is influenced by social, cultural and 
historical factors (Wertsch, et al., 1995).  As already stated, although CSS1 is 
situated in a Queensland region identified as socio-economically advantaged, actual 
students enrolment at CSS1 has been identified as coming from lower socio-
educational backgrounds.  Historically, CSS1’s students have performed poorly on 
past NAPLAN tests.  As a result, CSS1 is accountable for additional federal 
government funding under the Smarter Schools National Partnership for Literacy 
and Numeracy (Australian Government Department of Education Employment and 
Workplace Relations, 2009).  Education accountability and funding based on 
standardised test scores increases the potential for teachers’ pedagogic practices to be 
scrutinised (Smyth, 2001).  This in turn can increase the stakes attached to 
standardised assessment.  NAPLAN is a high stakes test that involves increased 
CSS1 school administrator scrutiny on teachers’ pedagogic priorities aimed at raising 
students’ literacy and numeracy levels.   
In an educational setting where pedagogic priorities are increasingly targeting 
literacy and numeracy improvement, Year 3, 5 and 7 teachers at CSS1 appear to be 
experiencing increased pedagogic regulation. For example, teachers are required to 
access literacy and numeracy coaches to guide their pedagogies, and use past 
NAPLAN test materials to prepare students for testing. CSS1 school administrators 
also regulate print based test materials through photocopying restrictions. These 
regulating measures may encourage teachers to become proactive toward improving 
their everyday literacy and numeracy practices.  However, Shepard (2000) proposes 
that pedagogic regulation can also erode trust in teacher competence, which may 
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result in a de-professionalising of teachers.  Additionally, pedagogic regulation has 
potential to de-skill those teachers who place greater emphasis on being seen as 
quality pedagogues measured by their students’ NAPLAN results, regardless of 
personal strengths or weaknesses in other curriculum areas.  This is important to the 
study as CSS1 school administrators, under pressure to raise literacy and numeracy 
levels, appear to be closely scrutinising teachers’ pedagogic practices in these two 
curriculum areas.  To explore how such pressure and scrutiny may be affecting 
pedagogic practices at CSS1, Julie, a Year 3 teacher, Rita in Year 5 and Ken, a Year 
7 teacher are next profiled.  Each profile begins with a snapshot of each teacher 
before particular focus is placed on their individual perceptions and beliefs of 
standardised assessment, as well as any perceived challenges arising from NAPLAN 
related requirements. 
5.2 TEACHER PROFILES 
Teachers’ lived experiences within an educational facility influence their 
perceptions and beliefs of standardised assessment practices.  This in turn influences 
perceived challenges teachers face as they prepare students for NAPLAN in this era 
of education reform in Australia.  This section profiles each teacher participant 
separately and provides a descriptive report of their individual perceptions of 
standardised assessment and perceived challenges. Discussion of major themes 
arising from these teachers’ perceptions and beliefs is included in section 5.2.4. 
5.2.1 Year 3 – Julie    
Julie has been teaching Year 3 at CSS1 for three years following her 
graduation. She participated in the 2010 pilot study as a Year 3 teacher and 
consented to continue in 2011. Her class consisted of 10 girls and 11 boys.  The 
following snapshot introduces Julie, providing a scenario of her individual interview. 
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Table 5.3 
Interview snapshot – Julie 
Time: 9
th
 February, 2011, 11:05am 
Purpose: Interview 
Participants: Julie and researcher 
Scenario: 
During a lunch break, Julie and I sat discussing Indigenous education.  Julie is Indigenous 
and keen to investigate her teaching career options in this area. As our discussion regarding 
her teacher transfer options drew to an end, I asked Julie if she would like to respond to the 
study’s interview questions I had provided prior to my visit.  Julie seemed quite comfortable 
to share her perceptions with me.  After gaining verbal and signed consent I elaborated the 
use of pseudonyms to ensure anonymity.  Julie responded comfortably to all interview 
questions often providing unsolicited information including strategies for supporting 
individual student needs and comments about issues she perceived for NAPLAN 
preparation. 
 
Julie’s perceptions and beliefs about standardised assessment 
Julie regarded standardised assessment as useful for directing curriculum 
planning and pedagogy.  However, she claimed to have some trepidation toward 
using school-based PAT test results to inform her pedagogic practices. Julie reflected 
further on one particular occasion when an intellectually impaired student, who was 
identified at CSS1 as experiencing reading difficulties, performed within a higher 
percentile on a PAT standardised pre-test compared with the same test administered 
as a post-test.  Julie suggested any disparity in PAT test performance was the result 
of “lucky guessing, lucky, lucky colouring”.  She elaborated: 
I don’t like how we’re told (by school administrators) to make them (students) 
 just colour a bubble.  I don’t like that because I think it instils in their 
(student) mind that ‘my (student) best is colouring a bubble and that’s the best 
I’m going to do’.”   
Julie further explained her concern regarding the practice of colouring bubbles on 
multiple choice test questions:  
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“If their best is that they can only read the first question and they don’t 
understand the rest, then I prefer them to only do the first question. I can’t read 
the question or anything for them so if their best is that first question, then I 
would prefer them to get 1/50.  They might get 10/50 by colouring the bubbles 
but that’s not a true score.  It’s a fluke, a good guess”. 
Julie’s explanation suggested that she regarded a school administrator emphasis on 
colouring answer circles on standardised test papers as an inappropriate pedagogic 
practice that has potential to result in unreliable test score results. Specific to 
standardised NAPLAN testing, Julie regarded test preparation as additional to her 
school-based curriculum, which she claimed to be striving to prioritise. Overall, Julie 
believed there was a degree of “pressure” resulting from NAPLAN test scores being 
used to determine additional funding.  She likened this pressure to “a domino effect” 
which she suggested was “extremely results driven”.  Julie described it as: 
“If we don’t get these results we won’t get the funding...up top’s getting hit 
over the head and so they’re hitting us over the head, so we’re hitting students 
over the head, just trying to get those results.” 
Julie raised a notion that Education Queensland is pressuring school administrators to 
be accountable for additional federal government funding aimed at raising literacy 
and numeracy levels.  In turn, school administrators are pressuring teachers to 
prioritise NAPLAN test requirements in efforts to raise test scores.  This in turn 
results in teachers placing pressure on students to develop necessary skills and 
knowledge required to successfully undertake NAPLAN testing.  Julie’s NAPLAN 
specific “results driven domino effect” acknowledges a broader systemic response to 
educational reform.   
On a national scale, Queensland has been identified as a lower performing state 
on the basis of student NAPLAN results.  More specifically, CSS1 has consistently 
underperformed on NAPLAN since these tests were introduced in 2008. Therefore, 
Education Queensland, CSS1 school administrators and teachers at CSS1 are aware 
of their responsibility to improve students’ NAPLAN performance.  
Julie’s perceived challenges 
Teachers, under pressure to raise standardised test scores, can experience a 
sense of guilt due to perceptions of inequitable restrictions to support and 
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accommodate individual student needs (Wise, 1990).  Specific to Julie was that she 
appeared to be experiencing a degree of guilt which she expressed through 
acknowledgement of her lack of motivation toward NAPLAN test requirements.  She 
claimed “it’s hard.  It’s hard to get me motivated for NAPLAN let alone my children 
motivated for NAPLAN.” 
Although a lack of motivation toward test preparation has potential to impact 
on subsequent test results, Julie’s “main challenge” was underpinned by a concern 
that her Year 3 students were not “developmentally ready” to undertake NAPLAN 
testing. Overall, Julie regarded test preparation as “a struggle”, describing it as:   
“...if they’re (students are) not ready, it doesn’t matter what you do, it doesn’t 
matter how much I shove NAPLAN down their throat, it would do no good.” 
Julie raised a notion that NAPLAN may not be an appropriate assessment practice 
for Year 3 students. This is relevant to the study as a mandate is ordered for Year 3 
students throughout Australia to complete NAPLAN testing unless they are eligible 
for special consideration (see section 1.4).  Next reported is Rita, in Year 5, whose 
students have already experienced NAPLAN test preparation and testing as Year 3 
students in 2009.   
5.2.2 Year 5 – Rita  
Rita had been teaching for 31 years, but 2011 was her first year teaching a 
NAPLAN tested year level.  Her class consisted of 11 girls and 15 boys.  Rita was 
the last teacher at CSS1 to consent to participating in the study, largely due to a 
degree of apprehension to share her personal NAPLAN experiences.  She mentioned 
that she had spoken with another participant about their experience being interviewed 
and observed in relation to NAPLAN and was advised not to be concerned.  Next is 
her interview snapshot. 
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Table 5.4 
Interview snapshot – Rita 
Time:  28
th
 February, 2011, 3pm 
Purpose:  Interview 
Participants:  Rita and researcher 
Scenario:  
Rita placed her copy of the interview questions on the table in front of her. I noticed a 
significant volume of handwritten notes indicating a thoughtful preparation for the interview. 
When I made comment, she explained that the interview questions had been a topic of 
conversation with colleagues during an earlier break period. Therefore, she had noted down 
pertinent points. We sat and briefly discussed Rita’s past teaching experiences spanning 31 
years.  After gaining Rita’s signed consent, I asked if she had any questions regarding the 
study; she didn’t. I then outlined how a digital audio taping would be used for transcription 
purposes with a summary returned to Rita for member checking.  During the interview, Rita 
referred to her notes often and provided elaboration where she felt necessary.  Whenever I 
probed for more information, Rita confidently responded, sharing past experiences with 
state-based standardised assessment, a positive experience of being inspected in her
 
second 
year of teaching and perceived negative impacts of NAPLAN on other year levels, 
particularly Year 4.  
 
Rita’s perceptions and beliefs of standardised assessment 
From a sociocultural viewpoint, Kozulin and Gindis (2007) propose that 
assessment, curriculum and pedagogy are inseparable and should be interwoven 
throughout a learning phase . However, Rita suggested that NAPLAN was separate 
from her everyday preferred practices and further regarded NAPLAN as: 
“not valuable  – I would rate it quite lowly.  Quite low sorry... it’s more 
specific...it’s done and then, you do it and then it’s gone.  It takes such a long 
time for the results to come out so I don’t rate NAPLAN very highly.” 
Rita believed that the four month delay in reporting student NAPLAN results 
was a shortcoming for informing the way in which she was able to best support her 
current students’ learning needs. Therefore, she drew on CSS1’s completed PAT 
testing that had a short one to two week period before a school administrator, in this 
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case a Deputy Principal, returned results to teachers.  Rita regarded these tests as 
having a more “positive effect” describing their implementation and scoring as:  
“…when we’re doing the PATMaths and PAT-R tests we know roughly what 
 level they’re operating at and we can start streaming them into ability groups. 
It (PAT test) gives me a chance to help students.” 
Overall, Rita claimed to place more pedagogic value on these school-based 
standardised test results than on student NAPLAN results.   
Rita’s perceived challenges 
Arguably, in this era of education reform in Australia, pressure and resultant 
stress on school administrators and classroom teachers to improve educational 
outcomes is increasing. Bruner (1996) suggests educational reform requires teachers’ 
active participation in debates regarding changes to everyday practices because they 
are the “ultimate change agents” (p. 84).  As similarly reported in Julie’s section 
5.2.1, Rita also believed there was increasing pressure from Education Queensland 
and school administrators to improve literacy and numeracy teaching methods in 
efforts to raise student NAPLAN test scores. Specifically, Rita described CSS1’s use 
of  Productive Pedagogies as not necessarily targeted to improve pedagogic practices 
(Queensland Department of Education Training and Employment, 2002).  Productive 
Pedagogies are outlined in section 3.2.2.  For example, Rita believed that Productive 
Pedagogies was being used as a checklist to highlight teacher deficit rather than 
inform and enhance pedagogic practices. Although Rita mentioned that “generally I 
think we’re actually doing quite a good job.” she commented, “We don’t hear about 
that anymore.  I think that’s part of the stress level as well.” Rita also raised concerns 
about increased academic labelling of students based on their standardised 
assessment results. 
According to Banks and Woolfson (2008), academic labelling of students from 
one, point in time, standardised assessment can have long lasting effects on student 
self-efficacy (see section 2.2.1). Rita claimed that her 2011 class cohort had been 
identified as having a large number of students who “based on their previous 
NAPLAN tests...did very poorly...so there is a large group that haven’t done well in 
previous years.” Rita used a colloquial term “saveable” to describe these particular 
students. She explained that these students’ NAPLAN results had fallen just below 
national minimum standards on their 2009, Year 3 NAPLAN tests, so had potential 
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to improve on these past scores in 2011 when they complete Year 5 NAPLAN tests. 
Therefore, these students were provided with additional learning support prior to 
NAPLAN testing.  Rita also had a group of more competent students who she 
believed found NAPLAN test preparation sessions “a bit boring...when you do it as a 
whole class and they know all the answers.” How teachers, like Rita, develop 
pedagogic strategies to enhance all students’ active engagement during test 
preparation sessions is of import to this study, further explored in section 5.3.3.   
Teachers require a degree of pedagogic choice regarding how they prepare 
individual students for NAPLAN. However, Rita perceived that “there’s no 
differentiation where the NAPLAN test is concerned.” This infers that there is 
minimal opportunity for Rita to adjust pedagogic delivery of tested content during 
her NAPLAN preparation sessions.  Specifically, Rita believed that she was required 
to prepare all students in exactly the same way regardless of ability, using specific 
past NAPLAN test materials. She described her test preparation practice as: 
“We sit separately, we don’t sit in groups. We call it “test positions” so we 
actually physically move the desks separately rather than in groups with me up 
the front.  It’s very prescriptive...I don’t want to stress them too much.  I know 
what it’s like when you’re doing a test and there’s a time limit.  Straight away 
you freeze.  It is very different because you’re (a teacher) given like a recipe - 
say this, do this, hand this out.  It needs to be the same for each one, a 
standard.  That’s what we’re told.” 
It is noticed with particular interest that Rita’s perceived limited opportunity to make 
adjustments to NAPLAN preparation for small groups or individual students prior to 
testing may affect her pedagogic practices. Also of interest is her explanation during 
CSS1’s focus group discussion of school administrators’ ongoing test preparation; 
“not just for NAPLAN. After PAT tests we were also given a list of things we 
had to teach throughout the year; concepts and words (e.g. whimpering, 
crying and bawling) that were in the original text so they (students) would 
have a better understanding when they did the test.  Specific for PatR. Now 
that’s teaching to the test.” 
Rita’s description of explicitly teaching standardised test requirements suggests 
CSS1 teachers were experiencing increasing school administrator influences 
specifically aimed at improving students’ standardised test performance.  
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Next reported is Ken, a Year 7 teacher at CSS1. 
5.2.3 Year 7 – Ken  
Ken had 21 years teaching experience and participated as a Year 5 teacher in 
this study’s pilot in 2010.  He consented to be a Year 7 participant in this study’s 
2011 data collection, with a class cohort of 11 girls and 16 boys.   
Table 5.5 
Interview snapshot – Ken 
Time: 28
th
 February, 2011, 12:30pm 
Purpose: Interview 
Participants: Ken and researcher 
Scenario:  
Ken suggested I interview him in his classroom during his midday non-contact time. The 
interview questions had been provided to Ken prior to our meeting.  However, he explained 
that he had only reflected on question one. He had been preparing for a school audit, the 
second in less than 12 months, and expressed concerns regarding increased pressure and 
stress.  As the interview progressed, Ken seemed particularly interested in identifying his 
personal pedagogic style based on relevant learning theories and asked if I could suggest a 
few readings. I agreed to email him a few resources. He suggested that teachers would be 
required to identify their specific teaching practices for future school audits. Ken answered 
all questions confidently although the last question was limited in time due to students 
returning to class. 
Ken’s perceptions and beliefs of standardised assessment 
Standardised assessment is suggested by Cotton (1995) to be a useful tool for 
providing valuable psychometric information regarding student academic 
performance.  Ken appears to support this notion but raised concerns specific to 
NAPLAN.  He regarded NAPLAN as an “extra add-on thing in the classroom that 
the kids, the teachers and schools just don’t need”. Ken expressed his “biggest 
hassle” as:  
“NAPLAN results are directly related to the funding...There’s got to be 
standardised testing I guess but not in a way that puts pressure on the schools, 
the teachers, the kids to raise those results.  That seems to be the major focus 
here.  In specific targeted areas like persuasive writing, it will improve student 
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achievement on NAPLAN but is that going to have a flow-on impact to all their 
writing – I doubt it.  Maths, there’s some teachers who try to teach the whole 
syllabus in one term to try and get the kids ready (for NAPLAN) – That’s just 
madness.”    
Queensland Studies Authority (2009b) highlight “immense backwash effects” (p. 1) 
when education performance is measured by national standardised assessment results 
targeted toward public accountability and government funding. Ken’s concerns 
regarding pressure associated with NAPLAN results being linked to funding, as well 
as his concerns regarding the long term effectiveness of test preparation practices are 
aligned with the concern regarding unintended effects.  Of import to this study is 
how Queensland teachers, like Ken, are facing challenges regarding potential 
backwash effects during a period of increasing education reform throughout 
Australia.    
Ken’s perceived challenges 
Ken preferred to focus more on school-based curriculum planning that did not 
have any “underlying element of NAPLAN.”  He suggested: 
“We (teachers) should just do what we’re supposed to do and then it’s 
(NAPLAN) a test of where the children are at, not the teacher or the school.”  
Ken’s view is that NAPLAN testing has resulted in the judgement of teachers’ and 
the school’s performance, rather than a point in time snapshot of individual student 
achievement. Apple (2001) claims that such intensification is due to distrust in 
teacher competence, which may result in diminished autonomy and a lack of respect 
for the teaching profession. Ken also explained how time allocated for NAPLAN test 
preparation created a challenge to support individual student learning needs. He 
described how he strove to encourage students to: 
“feel comfortable and confident that they can do it (NAPLAN). There’s a 
different approach for each child... If they (school administrators) want to beat 
us around the head if the (NAPLAN) results aren’t going well then they should 
give us a decent amount of time with the kids first to prepare them. I’d prefer 
NAPLAN to be later in the year.” 
Ken’s explanation implies that NAPLAN test preparation requires an extended 
period of time throughout the school calendar year in efforts to support individual 
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student learning needs. In contrast, the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and 
Reporting Authority (2011f) proposes that “NAPLAN tests are not tests students can 
‘prepare’ for”. Therefore, of import to this study into the effects of NAPLAN on 
pedagogy is how Ken implemented test preparation to support individual student 
learning needs prior to NAPLAN testing in May, 2011 (see section 5.3.5).  The next 
section discusses Julie’s, Rita’s and Ken’s perceptions, beliefs and challenges arising 
from NAPLAN. 
5.2.4 Discussion of CSS1 teacher participants’ perceptions, beliefs and 
challenges arising from NAPLAN 
Teaching experience and exposure to NAPLAN influence teachers’ perceptions 
of standardised assessment.  Julie, a Year 3 teacher, had only three years’ teaching 
experience and expressed the least support for standardised testing.  Meanwhile, 
Rita, a teacher of 31 years and Ken with 21 years teaching experience, have 
implemented school-based and state-based standardised testing throughout their 
extensive teaching careers.  These past assessment practices appear to have 
influenced their greater support toward the implementation of standardised 
assessment than that expressed by Julie.  However, each teacher raised specific 
critical concerns regarding NAPLAN’s processes and effects, which are important 
discussion points in this study about the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy. The 
following Table 5.6 outlines perceived NAPLAN influences on pedagogy arising 
from an analysis of these teacher participants’ responses. 
Table 5.6 
Case study site one: Teacher participants perceived NAPLAN influences on 
pedagogy 
Theme 
Julie 
Year 3 
Rita 
Year 5 
Ken 
Year 7 
1. NAPLAN’s use as an assessment tool to inform 
everyday teaching and learning. 
   
2. Linking additional federal government funding to 
NAPLAN results. 
   
3. NAPLAN test-taking and skill development 
requirements in Year 3 
   
4. Identifying student needs based on past NAPLAN 
results 
   
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5. Limited educational adjustments during NAPLAN 
preparation  
   
6. Regulating teacher practices.      
 
This study acknowledges Murphy’s (2008a) argument that pedagogy is 
influenced by and embedded within wider education systems. Therefore, the above 
tabled emerging themes arising from Julie, Rita and Ken’s perceptions and beliefs of 
NAPLAN influences on their pedagogic practices, are next discussed. 
NAPLAN’s use as an assessment tool to inform everyday teaching and learning  
Julie, Rita and Ken all perceived NAPLAN requirements as separate from, and 
therefore additional, to school-based curriculum planning.  This may be due to 
school-based planning, at the time of this study, being largely underpinned by 
Queensland Studies Authority “Essential Learnings” (Queensland Studies Authority, 
2010a) and emerging English and Mathematics Australian Curriculum (Australian 
Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010a).  As a result, the three 
teachers believed that NAPLAN holds minimal value as an assessment tool to inform 
their everyday teaching and learning.  Minimal NAPLAN value was also impacted 
by the four month delay in reporting of NAPLAN performance compared with the 
short delay in accessing school-based standardised test scores.  Therefore, CSS1 
school-based standardised assessment was regarded by teachers as more reflective of 
current students’ individual academic needs.  Nonetheless, teacher engagement in 
national testing is compulsory in Australia with additional federal government 
funding allocated to schools based on students’ NAPLAN results.   
Linking additional federal government education funding to NAPLAN results  
The three teacher participants at CSS1 believed there was increasing pressure 
to raise NAPLAN test scores due to this site attracting additional federal government 
education funding. Julie exemplified a linking of education funding to NAPLAN 
results as an “extremely results driven...domino effect” whereby education 
departments, school administrators and teachers were all playing a major role in 
improving student NAPLAN performance. The Australian federal government’s 
practice of linking funding to NAPLAN performance has potential positive and 
negative effects.  On the one hand, additional educational resources such as 
education coaches can be accessed to enhance literacy and numeracy pedagogic 
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practices in efforts to improve students’ NAPLAN test scores.  On the other hand, as 
Smith (1991) argues, pedagogic practices may shift toward specifically targeting test-
taking and skills development at the expense of supporting individual student needs 
in other non-standardised tested curriculum areas.  
NAPLAN test-taking and skills development requirements in Year 3 
Julie, in Year 3 at CSS1, raised concerns regarding standardised test-taking and 
skills development requirements.  In particular, she claimed the possibility of 
inaccurate student profiling resulting from ‘colouring’ or filling in circles to indicate 
responses on test papers, which can be guesses. McMillan (2008) suggests that 
standardised assessment results can be influenced by such factors. Therefore, there 
are questions about the analysis of standardised assessment results and their accuracy 
for assessing student academic ability. Julie also raised concerns regarding the 
developmental appropriateness of NAPLAN testing for Year 3 students. Queensland 
Year 3 students have never experienced such an assessment approach previously and 
so require additional expert instruction and time to practice the many test-taking and 
test-wise skills as well as develop tested content knowledge.  Identifying student 
needs based on past NAPLAN scores alone may prove an inefficient method toward 
informing everyday teacher practices. 
Identifying student needs based on past NAPLAN scores  
It is believed by several theorists concerned with high-stakes testing, including 
Laitsch, Lewallen and McCloskey (2005), that teachers need to continue to place 
emphasis on developing the whole child rather than merely defining learning 
potential as determined by high-stakes test scores.  In Queensland, Australia, Year 3 
students have not previously sat NAPLAN testing, therefore their learning needs 
leading up to NAPLAN testing have been identified through school-based 
standardised testing.  In Year 5, Rita described a practice of targeting learning 
support to those students who had been identified as displaying potential to improve 
on their past Year 3, 2009 NAPLAN test scores. Internationally, this practice is 
described as “education triage” whereby students who fall just below national 
minimum standards are labelled “bubble kids” (Booher-Jennings, 2005).  In the 
context of Queensland, although these “bubble kids” may have potential to improve 
on past NAPLAN results, they may not maintain academic improvements over time, 
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particularly if additional learning support is withdrawn as a result of NAPLAN score 
improvement.   
Teachers within an inclusive learning environment can regularly adjust their 
pedagogic practices to support individual student learning needs, regardless of 
academic ability.  Therefore, teachers may be increasingly challenged to ensure 
equitable access to education support for all students, regardless of their academic 
potential to improve test scores. In addition to labelling students based on their 
NAPLAN scores, Rita also explained a lack of engagement from more competent 
students during her specific test preparation sessions during which she did not adjust 
content or pedagogy. 
Limited educational adjustments during NAPLAN preparation  
McMillan (2008) suggests that all students require the same degree of test 
preparation in regard to tested content and test-taking skills in an effort to enhance 
test-wise skills.  Rita appeared to support such a notion, acknowledging limited 
opportunity to adjust her pedagogic practices during Year 5 test preparation sessions 
to support individual student needs.  Similarly, Ken suggested more time was 
required for test preparation to effectively support his Year 7 students’ different 
learning styles. In Year 3, Julie appeared to be experiencing a sense of guilt due to a 
lack of motivation toward NAPLAN test requirements. Establishing and maintaining 
teacher and student interest and motivation during these sessions may prove a major 
challenge.  Central to this study was how teachers may, or may not, be adjusting their 
pedagogic practices in efforts to actively engage all students during NAPLAN test 
preparation compared with everyday practices. However, in an era of education 
reform, Queensland teachers appear to be experiencing greater regulation of their 
literacy and numeracy practices.  
Regulating teacher practices 
Education regulation through the judging of teacher and school performance 
based on NAPLAN results can erode teacher autonomy.  Ken, with 21 years’ 
experience, exemplified this notion by suggesting that NAPLAN has “an underlying 
element” which restricted his everyday teaching practices, in particular, his 
implementation of a school-based curriculum.  However, Ken suggested such 
restriction was the result of linking funding allocation based on NAPLAN results, 
discussed previously in this section. Rita, a teacher for 31 years, provided further 
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insight. She described the potential negative effects when school administrators 
implement pedagogic frameworks to identify teacher deficit rather than professional 
strengths. Such a practice could result in labelling teachers as quality and therefore 
‘smart’ or underperforming and therefore ‘dumb’ (Senge, 2000). A backwash effect 
could be similar to Smith’s (1991) proposal that teachers begin disengaging from 
their work when they feel increasingly powerless to adapt curriculum and pedagogy 
to support individual student needs.   
This section introduced Julie in Year 3, Rita in Year 5 and Ken, a Year 7 
teacher.  It reported and discussed their perceptions and beliefs of standardised 
assessment and challenges arising from NAPLAN requirements.  These teachers 
acknowledged broader systemic influences underpinning CSS1’s responsibility to 
improve student literacy and numeracy levels, measured by yearly NAPLAN 
performance. The next section delves deeply into these three teachers’ intended and 
enacted everyday practices compared with NAPLAN test preparation.  The 
sociocultural pedagogic framework and scaffolded pedagogic model developed by 
Holton and Clarke (2006) underpin section 5.3 and specifically targets the effects of 
NAPLAN on collaborative and non-collaborative teaching and learning. 
5.3 TEACHER INTENDED AND ENACTED PRE-NAPLAN PRACTICES  
The pedagogic practice of providing expert instruction forms the basis upon 
which scaffolding of teaching and learning can progress (Holton & Clarke, 2006).  
Scaffolding teaching toward reciprocal methods whereby students begin to share 
responsibility for learning is an important pedagogic approach to encourage 
construction of knowledge (Holton & Clarke, 2006). It is this approach to teaching 
and learning that Holton and Clarke (2006) suggest develops student ability to self-
scaffold which encourages metacognitive thinking required for everyday problem 
solving. Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model was adopted for 
this study as an analytic tool to interpret Julie’s, Rita’s and Ken’s everyday and 
NAPLAN test preparation intentions and actions, next reported. Julie in Year 3 is 
reported first, followed by Rita in Year 5 then Ken in Year 7. Each year level section 
concludes with a comparative discussion of major themes arising from these 
teachers’ enacted and intended pedagogic practices. A final comparative discussion 
concludes section 5.3.  
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5.3.1 Year 3 
As reported in section 5.2.1 Julie, a teacher of three years teaching a NAPLAN 
Year 3 level, described her teaching experiences as being “under pressure” to 
improve on past NAPLAN test scores.   She believed this pressure had resulted in an 
“extremely results driven” learning environment.  Julie also expressed a difficulty 
motivating herself and her students toward NAPLAN and was particularly concerned 
that Year 3 students may not be “developmentally ready” for standardised testing 
requirements.  Although Julie regarded test preparation as a “struggle”, she prided 
herself on her ability to enhance “student engagement”, largely through scheduling 
regular literacy and numeracy group sessions.  
Academic ability grouping provides an opportunity for activities to be levelled 
as well as allowing the teacher increased opportunity to implement additional expert 
instruction and intervention for less competent peers (Boaler, Wiliam, & Brown, 
2008).  Julie preferred “small groups” and allocated her Year 3 students to literacy 
groups based on their reading ability, largely determined by their PAT-R test scores. 
These standardised tests have been reported in section 5.1.1, as has Julie’s 
apprehension toward the reliability of these tests’ results in section 5.2.1.  Julie’s 
literacy group rotations included activities such as guided or shared reading using 
levelled reading books, comprehension activities based on each group’s reading 
book, two levels of spelling activities and phonic tasks based on a whole class letter-
sound focus. She described her reading groups as: 
“Students read together and then they’ve got a little task card to do.  It’s trying 
to get students being the expert but not on show to everyone. Just in their small 
group.”  
The following observation captured Julie implementing this practice during her 
everyday literacy group rotations. 
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Table 5.7 
Julie – Literacy group rotations observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 09 February, 2011, 9:35am – 10:05am 
Purpose: Literacy group rotations 
Participants: Julie, Year 3 cohort 
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Julie initially acted as expert for 13% of time allocated to literacy group rotations. 
She began by using open ended questions to encourage students to share their developing 
understanding of rotational activity requirements such as “turn-taking”, “respect” and 
“helping friends if they have trouble with reading”. Students moved into groups (five 
groups of three to five students). For the next 70 % of this session, Julie moved slowly 
from group to group providing on-task management and guidance. She continued to use 
open ended questioning that encouraged students to predict what would happen next in 
their reading book before turning to the next page. Students took turns to read quietly to 
their group.  Some students helped peers when difficulties arose. Julie approached one 
group, sat down on the floor with them and began providing additional modelling and 
prompting for these students to use their developing reading skills.  She encouraged them 
to regularly check developing comprehension and attempt to read the text independently 
after her initial modelling. For the remainder of this session, as groups completed their 
shared reading activity, they moved to their desks and worked in pairs to complete a set 
phonics task.  As some students completed their task, they offered assistance to peers, 
while other students preferred to independently complete an additional sentence writing 
task.   
 
Julie had provided additional support for a group of students whom she later 
commented were her literacy “low kids”. This was in contrast to her perception that 
school administrator advice to; 
“focus on the medium kids to get them moving and the low ones miss out – it’s 
a bit sad.  As soon as NAPLAN’s done, it goes straight back to your low kids.  I 
think what they (school administrators) want to do is get the medium ones 
(students) up there and the high ones (students) even higher.”   
Overall, she described her everyday literacy groups as: 
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“...a lot of rotation work and they’re streamed.  So, in a sense, all the high 
flyers are together, then the middle kids and the low kids.”  
Julie’s streaming into ability groups and subsequent labelling as “high flyers”, 
“middle” and “low” students can produce positive and negative effects on student 
learning. These are discussed further in section 5.3.2.  To avoid possible negative 
impacts of streamed ability grouping and labelling, Julie’s Year 3 students were 
observed to remain in their literacy group allocations for maths rotations.  This 
resulted in mixed ability grouping during maths.  
Julie described her mixed ability maths grouping as an opportunity for “the 
children to help each other... so my high flyers can help my low kids and vice versa.” 
The following snapshot captured Julie’s everyday numeracy rotational groupwork 
Table 5.8 
Julie – Numeracy groupwork observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 01 April, 2011, 12:08 pm – 12:55pm 
Purpose: Numeracy rotational groupwork 
Participants: Julie, Year 3 cohort, Learning Support teacher, Special Education Teacher 
Aide 
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Julie was observed encouraging students during maths groups to “help out your 
friends if they’re having trouble”.  Group activities included a Mathletics software 
programme on the computer, a money board game supervised by a Learning Support 
teacher, independent iPod touch math games and a chance and data dice game supervised 
by a Special Education Teacher Aide.  Julie initially moved from group to group, checking 
students’ comprehension of task requirements.  She provided additional expert instruction 
where necessary as well as providing modelling of the task to guide individual student 
skills development.  Julie’s everyday regular use of verbal encouragement such as “What 
do we know about...”, “What does it mean?”, “How do we know...”, “Where have we seen 
it before?” during group activities encouraged students to also act as experts, talking about 
and sharing their prior knowledge. This style of open-ended questioning provided 
opportunity for peers to socially engage in learning. 
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 Learning within a supportive social environment is suggested by Lave and 
Wenger  (1991) to provide opportunities for students to mould and shape their 
individual identity as they become active members within their community or 
practice. Julie expressed her intention to give her higher achieving students “that 
extra push” by encouraging them to “be the teacher in their little group”.  As 
mentioned previously, this intention was similar to Julie’s practices during literacy 
group rotations (see Table 5.7). This practice was also evident during an afternoon 
integrated unit session focussed on celebrations.  An observed session was not 
organised for groupwork but for “job” completion with Julie scribing on the 
classroom whiteboard a list of tasks for students to complete.  These included a 
Chinese flag, Chinese New Year activity sheet and a celebrations word-search. The 
following snapshot captured Julie’s pedagogic practices during this afternoon Studies 
of Society and Environment session. 
Table 5.9 
Julie – Collaborative activity observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 9 February, 2011, 2:00 pm – 2:55pm 
Purpose: Curriculum unit – Studies of Society and Environment – “Celebrations” 
Participants: Julie, Year 3 cohort, Special Education Teacher Aide  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Julie initially sat helping an intellectually impaired student while visually scanning the 
classroom constantly to check on student progress.  She also provided verbal prompting 
when necessary.  Within five minutes into the session, one female student, who had been 
previously observed in the “low kids” literacy group, was seeking guidance from a female 
student previously observed in the “high flyer” literacy group.  Collaboration increased as 
more students began working together to complete their “jobs”.  A Teacher Aide arrived 
and sat to help the intellectually impaired student complete her tasks.  This allowed Julie to 
walk around the room providing individual guidance and prompting to other students.  The 
classroom had high activity with most students moving into personally chosen small 
collaborative groups.  
 
Learning in Julie’s classroom had become a social experience between students 
which Lave and Wenger  (1991) suggest has the potential to enhance individual 
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identity as students become active members within their community of practice.   
Julie’s Year 3 students were taking an active role within their socially supportive 
learning environment, undertaking common tasks of developing cultural tools such 
as personal art creations and collaborative ‘Study of Society and Environment’ 
subject based activities.  However, observed NAPLAN test preparation sessions were 
quite different from Julie’s everyday pedagogic practices.   
At the time of this study, Queensland Studies Authority provided a 
comprehensive website for teachers to access literacy and numeracy test preparation 
materials (Queensland Studies Authority, 2011b).  Although Julie accessed this 
website, she expressed concern about her pedagogic practices while using these 
materials.  She stated: 
“Personally I don’t like the way it goes because it’s so teacher directed.  
You’ve got the NAPLAN test on the board and you’re just reading out the 
question.  They write down the right answer.  I don’t like teaching like that but 
I feel like that’s how I have to teach to get these kids prepared.”    
Julie, feeling under pressure to improve on past NAPLAN scores, intended to 
shift her pedagogy to a more whole class, teacher directed expert instruction 
approach in an effort to prepare her Year 3 students for NAPLAN.  This intentional 
shift is significant to the study as it illuminates potential for Julie’s test preparation 
practices to impact on her preferred collaborative pedagogic practices. Indeed, 
increased expert instruction was observed during multiple literacy and numeracy test 
preparation sessions when Julie implemented specific NAPLAN based materials.   
For example, prior to a classroom observation, Julie apologised for not being 
able to conduct a “proper lesson” explaining that two weeks prior to NAPLAN 
testing “this lesson just has to be done”. On this occasion, she had moved classroom 
furniture so that students sat in rows of two or three. She then conducted a NAPLAN 
simulation session using a NAPLAN writing stimulus and writing paper. She read 
instructions directly from a NAPLAN test implementation booklet and followed all 
necessary procedures required to ensure all students were provided the same testing 
experience. During another session, a literacy coach was observed smiling and 
providing positive praise as Julie stood in front of the class, expertly instructing 
genre requirements with stimuli displayed on the interactive whiteboard. It appeared 
that this literacy coach supported Julie’s emphasis on expert instructive methods. The 
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following observation snapshot significantly captured Julie’s implementation of 
intensified whole class expert instruction during NAPLAN test preparation. 
Table 5.10 
Julie – NAPLAN literacy test preparation observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 9 February, 2011, 10:30 am – 10:50am 
Purpose: NAPLAN literacy test preparation 
Participants: Julie, Year 3 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
On the classroom interactive whiteboard a QSA NAPLAN literacy specific website was 
displayed for students to see.  Julie began reading the passage.  She asked: 
 “Does that make sense?  Why? Why not? How do we know?  What tells us?” in an effort 
to encourage students to participate by sharing prior knowledge.  Julie remained at the 
front of the class, reading the passage slowly.  She persisted in using open-ended 
questioning to encourage students to evaluate their understanding.  When students 
displayed increasing difficulty to accurately respond to her questioning, Julie increased 
explicit content based expert instruction.  Within 15 minutes many students appeared to be 
disengaging. They were wriggling, laying their heads on their desks and fiddling with 
belongings.  Julie quickly discontinued the session.   
 
Julie later reflected: 
“I obviously thought it was the right thing.  Get up there and be explicit, but I 
just don’t know now”.  
It was becoming increasingly apparent that when NAPLAN test preparation 
materials became the dominant tool upon which learning was based, Julie’s teaching 
was restricted to production and reproduction of knowledge and skills of the type 
required to pass a specific test (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Also apparent was a 
restricting of Julie’s preference for collaboration during literacy group rotations. 
Specifically, Julie described a change in her everyday group rotational practice in an 
effort to include test preparation whereby she had begun “teaching one group and 
the rest are sitting down doing board work, something quiet.” The following 
snapshot captured Julie’s pedagogic change.  
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Table 5.11 
Julie – NAPLAN preparation literacy groupwork observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 28 February, 2011, 9:07am – 9:55am 
Purpose: NAPLAN preparation literacy groupwork 
Participants: Julie, Year 3 cohort, Teacher Aide 
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario:  
Julie began by providing explicit instruction to the whole class regarding a 
NAPLAN based spelling test preparation worksheet (O'Brien, 2009).  She mentioned that 
this was a “no talking activity”.  However, she then mentioned “if you’re stuck, ask your 
neighbour”. A Teacher Aide came to collect a group of students whom Julie later 
described as her “high needs group”.  As the class began independently completing their 
worksheet quietly, Julie requested three boys work with her at a table positioned at the 
back of the classroom. She later mentioned that these three boys were “lower but not the 
lowest students” in her class. Julie produced a 2009 NAPLAN reading magazine and test 
booklet, explaining that some answers are “easy to find in the text” whereas other answers 
require “more thinking”. She used open ended questions “What does it look like?” and 
“what tells you that”, as she encouraged the boys to predict each of the three texts’ 
storylines from their picture.  She then mentioned, “when you get your NAPLAN book, you 
will get some texts you will have to read”.  Julie began reading a NAPLAN text, modelling 
and verbally describing strategies such as sounding aloud, reading on, rereading and 
stopping to think “Does that make sense?” At this point, four female students, sitting at 
their desks, began sharing worksheet answers. One boy working mentioned he didn’t want 
to do the NAPLAN activity. Nonetheless, Julie requested each boy read aloud one 
paragraph then reread silently.  Julie encouraged each boy to verbalise his developing 
comprehension of the text.  She began to provide explicit instruction regarding how to read 
a text carefully before answering test paper questions.  She explained ‘trick questions” and 
modelled correct colouring of answer bubbles. As each boy read a test paper question, 
Julie helped locate the correct answer by using her pointer finger to circle the appropriate 
paragraph. She praised correct responses, reread questions when necessary and provided 
additional time for the boys to correctly complete each question. Meanwhile, by 9:23am, 
only two students seated at their desks were working independently; the rest were 
collaborating with their neighbours. Student collaboration continued until 9:30am when 
Julie provided on-task management to the whole class, insisting they work independently.  
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She then requested the three boys to begin working on their NAPLAN spelling test 
preparation worksheet at their desks.  Julie began walking slowly around the classroom, 
providing explicit instruction and guidance to individual students as they completed their 
NAPLAN preparation worksheet. 
 
Overall, regardless of Julie’s whole class or small group NAPLAN test preparation 
activity, her role was to provide expert instruction and modelling of test-taking and 
tested content procedural knowledge.  The role of her Year 3 students during these 
sessions was to listen carefully so that recognition and selection of correct answers 
could improve. Julie’s motivational strategies during these sessions targeted correct 
responses to test preparation stimuli. From a psychological point of view, motivating 
students based on academic ability has the potential to result in students disengaging, 
particularly when failure, or fear of failure occurs (Dweck, 2009).   
Motivation should be targeted toward student progress above academic 
intelligence  (Dweck, 2009).  Julie had embedded her motivational strategies within 
an everyday “classroom rule – I’m learning”. However, specific to NAPLAN test 
preparation, she explained “all I emphasise is to do your best... just have a go.”  As 
mentioned in section 5.2.1 Julie acknowledged a lack of personal motivation toward 
NAPLAN. Nonetheless, when students encountered difficulty during test preparation 
sessions, she verbally praised their individual efforts and provided them 
encouragement to “have a go”.  Julie’s practice of motivating students to do their 
best “by having a go” appeared to be an attempt by this teacher to encourage all 
students, regardless of academic ability, to undertake NAPLAN preparation and 
testing.  However, Julie’s lack of motivation toward NAPLAN and limited student 
motivation to strive to do their best during test preparation may not necessarily 
develop student persistence to strive to do their best on NAPLAN tests. 
5.3.2 Discussion of Julie’s pedagogic practices 
Julie’s three years teaching experience has been influenced by school 
administrator pressure to improve on past less than satisfactory Year 3 NAPLAN 
results.  Due to CSS1 school administrator implementation of PAT standardised 
testing (see section 5.1.1) to identify student academic potential, and an expectation 
that Year 3 students be prepared for NAPLAN, Julie decided to regularly schedule 
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streamed literacy ability groups.  Her streamed ability grouping and subsequent 
labelling of students is suggested by Harlen (2005) to have positive and negative 
impacts.  On a positive note, Julie’s more competent peers can work collaboratively 
whilst undertaking more challenging tasks.  They may also regard themselves as 
experiencing academic success (Harlen, 2005).  Streamed ability grouping also 
provides opportunity for a teacher to implement additional expert instruction for less 
competent peers (Boaler, et al., 2008). Given additional support, these students in 
Julie’s Year 3 class may regard themselves as having potential to also achieve 
academic success.  However, supporting low achieving students did not appear to be 
a school administrator priority at CSS1.  Rather, Julie claimed administrative advice 
was to prioritise pedagogy to students who were identified as middle to higher 
achieving, based on their PAT test results. This advice has potential negative 
impacts. 
Specifically, Julie’s more competent students working in streamed ability 
groups may resist undertaking more challenging tasks due to fear of being regarded 
as less competent when failure to successfully complete tasks occurs (Eccles & 
Wigfield, 2002).   In a similar vein, her less competent students may disengage from 
learning if they identify themselves as unable to achieve academic improvement.  
According to Boaler et al (2008) streamed ability grouping, similar to Julie’s, has the 
potential to polarise academic achievement.   However, Julie’s trepidation toward 
PAT test score reliability and self-pride in her ability to enhance student engagement 
were influencing factors toward her pedagogic decision to maintain focus on lower 
achieving students during everyday literacy rotations, and implement numeracy 
mixed ability grouping. These decisions go some way toward avoiding potential 
academic polarisation.   
Julie’s Year 3 mixed ability grouping provided an opportunity for more 
competent peers to act as experts while collaborating with similar ability and less 
competent peers on a common task. Boaler et al (2008) propose that mixed ability 
grouping encourages increased peer collaboration and can reduce instances of 
negative labelling.  Julie’s style of pedagogy implemented during everyday streamed 
and mixed ability group sessions appeared consistent with an “apprenticeship model 
of learning” wherein teacher and students interact in “guided participation... building 
bridges from children's present understanding and skills to reach new understanding 
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and skills” (Rogoff, 1990, p. 8).  However, during whole class and small group test 
preparation sessions, it became clear that Julie’s Year 3 students had minimal 
understanding and skills required for NAPLAN.  Therefore, expert instruction of 
NAPLAN test-taking skills and content procedural knowledge became necessary. 
Julie was under instruction from CSS1’s school administrators to prepare 
students for NAPLAN testing, and was being pedagogically coached by a literacy 
coach who appeared to favour expert instruction. As a consequence, Julie shifted her 
pedagogy during NAPLAN test preparation toward didactic teaching and learning. In 
particular, new NAPLAN based knowledge instruction was consistent with Bruner’s 
(1996) description of didactic methods, which reduce tested content to facts, rules 
and conceptual principles.  In addition, test-taking and test-wise skills were expertly 
modelled and practiced specific to NAPLAN requirements.  In short, the locus of 
control of teaching and learning during NAPLAN preparation sessions remained 
largely with Julie as she expertly instructed tested content and skills. Nonetheless, 
Julie strove to maintain her everyday motivational strategies targeting student 
personal progress above academic achievement. 
From a psychological perspective, motivation targeting personal progress 
above academic test score success can encourage teacher-student interactions 
focussed on personal mastery of skills (Dweck, 2009).  Although Julie’s motivational 
strategy to “just have a go” may not necessarily encourage student persistence, it 
may go some way to encouraging students to develop content procedural knowledge 
and skills necessary to undertake NAPLAN testing.  To further explore effects of 
NAPLAN test preparation on pedagogy at CSS1, Rita, a Year 5 teacher is next 
reported and discussed. 
5.3.3 Year 5 
As reported in section 5.2.2, Rita had 31 years teaching experience, held 
negative perceptions of the effects of NAPLAN, particularly on Year 4 teaching 
practices, and was experiencing her first year teaching a NAPLAN tested Year 5 
level in 2011. Rita’s past teaching experiences influenced her initial apprehension to 
participate in this study into the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy. She sought advice 
from colleagues prior to signing consent, insisted I sit in an adjoining computer room 
doorway, then often looked my way or came closer to provide a quick clarifying 
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comment regarding her choice of pedagogic practice. During CSS1s focus group 
session, Rita described her ongoing test preparation requirements that apparently 
continued throughout the remainder of the 2011 school calendar year. Her 
perceptions of test preparation as an ongoing practice at CSS1 are interwoven 
throughout this section to further explore Rita’s developing beliefs regarding the 
effects of standardised test preparation on her pedagogic practices. 
Rita held minimal value toward NAPLAN, preferring to use school-based PAT 
testing to inform her everyday practices. Past NAPLAN and recent PAT testing had 
identified a large group of students in Rita’s class who had fallen just below average 
but displayed potential to improve on past test scores to within an Australian average 
academic range. These students were provided additional support in preparation for 
upcoming NAPLAN testing. However, Rita was concerned about her more 
competent students becoming bored during whole class test preparation due to a 
perception of a lack of educational adjustment opportunity during these sessions.  
Therefore, Rita’s everyday practice was to schedule collaborative groupwork. 
A sociocultural perspective acknowledges expert instruction as an opportunity 
to develop foundation knowledge and skills that students can practice and build on 
during collaborative group activities (Holton & Clarke, 2006). Rita was observed 
implementing this approach during everyday numeracy sessions, which she regards 
as her favourite curriculum subject. The following snapshot captured Rita’s everyday 
numeracy teaching and learning environment.  
Table 5.12 
Rita – Numeracy group rotation observation snapshot  
Date and Time: 25 February, 2011, 12:16 pm – 1:00 pm 
Purpose: Numeracy group rotations 
Participants: Rita, Year 5 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Rita began with a ten minute whole class numeracy game before providing expert 
instruction on a focus concept.  Students then broke into streamed ability groups and 
collaboratively worked on activities. Student group allocation was based on recent PAT 
testing and past Year 3 NAPLAN numeracy test scores. Rita sat with one group, 
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providing expert instruction before giving these students what she referred to as “a 
challenge”.  Although Rita encouraged this group of students to collaborate with each 
other, she remained as expert for 90 percent of this 20 minute rotation.  She mentioned 
later that these students were less competent than the rest of the class.  On the other 
hand, Rita supported her more competent “saveable” peer groups by “pushing them 
along”.  Within three minutes of the next 30 minute rotation, Rita began adjusting her 
pedagogy toward reciprocal teaching and learning with frequent verbal encouragement 
for more competent students to display self-scaffolded learning.  Additional time was 
also allocated for group collaboration and self-scaffolding. 
 
Rita scaffolded her pedagogy during everyday numeracy ability group rotation 
sessions in efforts to support the academic abilities of each group of students, 
determined by their recent PatMath scores. However, her specific NAPLAN 
numeracy test preparation was quite different. 
Rita’s specific NAPLAN numeracy preparation was conducted as a whole class 
activity. Whole class activities where the teacher takes an increased expert 
instructional approach for student learning while students strive for correctness and 
accuracy of answers can encourage traditional stimulus response pedagogic methods 
(Jarvis, Holford, & Griffin, 2004). Rita described her NAPLAN test preparation 
pedagogy as “very stilted” due to the need to “keep coming back to specific things 
(knowledge and skills) because you’ve been told (by school administrators) that’s 
where the children are struggling.” Rita was observed accessing past electronic 
NAPLAN test materials from an Australian Assessment, Curriculum and Reporting 
Authority (2011h) website for specific NAPLAN numeracy test preparation, 
scheduled as a whole class activity. This was in contrast to Rita’s everyday practice 
of providing rotational activities while she mainly targeted a particular focus activity 
group. Rita described her pedagogic style while using NAPLAN test preparation 
materials as a whole class stimulus:  
“It’s teach and talk – you do it, if they don’t understand it you do your 
diagrams, you do what you need to do, you explain it. I wouldn’t say they’re 
overly motivating activities, put it that way.”  
The following snapshot captured Rita’s “teach and talk” pedagogic approach during 
one of her NAPLAN numeracy test preparation sessions. 
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Table 5.13 
Rita – NAPLAN numeracy test preparation observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 9 February, 2011, 10:30 am – 10:50am 
Purpose: NAPLAN numeracy test preparation 
Participants: Rita, Year 5 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
As each NAPLAN numeracy question was displayed on an interactive whiteboard, Rita 
provided a one minute time limit, verbally encouraged students to read the question 
silently and requested they complete the required arithmetic computation 
independently.  She paced slowly around students seated in groups of five, visually 
checking progress until one minute had lapsed. Rita then moved to the front of the class 
and used open-ended questioning such as “what do you need to know to work out this 
one?” to encourage students to draw on prior knowledge.  When the degree of 
questioning difficulty proved too challenging for students or Rita perceived students 
did not have sufficient prior knowledge of the concept, she remained at the front of the 
class providing additional expert instruction and modelling regarding strategies such as 
“finding patterns” and “drawing representations”.  Rita also modelled and talked 
about how “jotting” down all procedural steps was a very important strategy to 
enhance accuracy of numeracy calculations.   
 
Rita later commented: 
“I tried to do things in that way on the whiteboard. It was a talking exercise, 
getting the kids to react and talk about it.  When there was a situation where 
they just worked out the answer, there was no interaction; that was not 
productive.”   
Using online test preparation materials displayed on an interactive whiteboard 
and scheduled as a whole class activity had resulted in Rita providing expert 
instruction for an entire session. Rita’s NAPLAN test preparation sessions were also 
observed to include class discussion and modelling regarding teacher and student 
roles for NAPLAN testing.  For example, Rita regularly reminded students that she 
would be unable to provide assistance on NAPLAN test days. She explained the 
importance of reading and rereading questions carefully to enhance meaning making. 
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Similar to everyday numeracy streamed ability group rotations, Rita also provided 
students with a “challenge” by using Year 7 test preparation materials.   
Rita’s Year 5 students cheered loudly when she agreed to their request to 
continue electronically accessing Year 7 questions as a follow-up to prior test 
preparation sessions.  Although Rita had apparently increased student motivation to 
actively engage in NAPLAN test preparation, a pedagogic shift toward increased 
expert instruction for prolonged periods had occurred.  In contrast, Rita’s literacy test 
preparation seemed included in her everyday literacy sessions.  A pedagogic 
approach whereby a teacher includes NAPLAN requirements as part of everyday 
practices is of major interest to this study.  
During literacy-based speaking and listening sessions Rita included 
persuasive language development, expecting her Year 5 students to take full 
responsibility for their learning, captured in the following snapshot. 
Table 5.14 
Rita – literacy persuasive speaking and listening observation snapshot  
Date and Time: 25 February, 2011, 1:00 pm – 1:15 pm 
Purpose: Literacy persuasive speaking and listening session 
Participants: Rita, Year 5 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Rita sat on a chair behind her Year 5 students seated on the floor at the carpet area.  She 
socially conversed with students as they settled before requesting one student to be 
“chair” and another to present their “talk”. Four students took turns to present their 
previously written persuasive texts, acting as experts while their peers sat quietly and 
listened. One student presenter, who displayed difficulty reading a written piece, was 
quickly supported by the “chair” person. Throughout, Rita sat and wrote anecdotal 
records about the students’ presentation skills and use of persuasive language. She 
provided verbal feedback to each presenter and encouraged the class to applaud at the 
end of each presentation. Student presenters took sole responsibility for the delivery of 
their persuasive text and conducted a short question and answer session. The role of the 
audience was to sit quietly and listen attentively. To conclude the session, Rita 
conducted a whole class discussion regarding persuasive language used in television 
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advertising, providing the opportunity for audience members to share their knowledge 
of real life persuasive situations. 
 
During Rita’s speaking and listening sessions, individual students displayed their 
developing knowledge and skills regarding persuasive language and were also 
encouraged to collaboratively share, question and discuss their developing 
knowledge and skills of the persuasive genre. Further probing revealed that Rita 
believed it was important for her Year 5 students to experience varied modes of 
persuasive language in preparation for NAPLAN’s persuasive writing task. 
Therefore, she had embedded persuasive language development into her daily 
scheduled speaking and listening sessions. The persuasive genre was also a focus of 
Rita’s Year 5 writing sessions leading up to NAPLAN.  
In accordance with 2011 NAPLAN preparation, the Australian Assessment, 
Curriculum and Reporting Authority (2011a) suggests teachers “discuss the marking 
criteria for the Writing test as a means of focusing on the outcomes expected” (p. 42).  
Rita supported this writing test preparation suggestion by increasing student 
awareness of the NAPLAN points system and associated terminology. Her pedagogic 
approach to developing students’ persuasive writing knowledge and skills follows. 
Table 5.15 
Rita – literacy persuasive writing observation snapshot  
Date and Time: 03 March, 2011, 9:15am – 9:35 am 
Purpose: Literacy persuasive writing session 
Participants: Rita, Year 5 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Rita’s Year 5 student cohort sat quietly at their desks, editing their individual written 
persuasive writing texts. Rita moved around the classroom from group to group, 
encouraging students to carefully check their persuasive writing for spelling and 
punctuation errors. She explained how the NAPLAN writing test attracted “extra points 
for correct spelling and punctuation”. Rita provided expert instruction to individual 
students where necessary, verbally praising them and the entire class for their 
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“improvement in spelling”. She maintained full control throughout the session as 
students quietly completed their individual editing requirements. For the final five 
minutes, Rita moved to the front of class, asked students to share their content 
knowledge of proper nouns, in particular drink products, and acted as scribe, recording 
their responses on a classroom whiteboard.  Rita concluded the session by requesting 
students to finish editing their last sentence and to prepare for literacy rotations. 
 
Persuasive speaking, listening and writing in Rita’s Year 5 classroom was the focus 
prior to NAPLAN as this was the genre to be tested. Rita later mentioned during the 
focus group session that the “Year 3’s first five week unit is persuasive text” and “the 
Year 4s (teachers) are including persuasive text in Term 4”.  Of import here is the 
suggestion that NAPLAN writing requirements at CSS1 were not only a major focus 
of literacy for year levels 3, 5, and 7 but NAPLAN writing test preparation now 
included other year levels that were not tested. Also of interest to this study is how 
NAPLAN was affecting Rita’s daily scheduling of literacy group sessions.  
Each day from Monday to Thursday Rita required each group to complete 
one activity, such as guided reading, language conventions, reading comprehension 
and a focused session on comprehension questioning techniques.  These activities 
involved Rita as expert instructor, which differed to previous literacy group work. A 
snapshot of this practice follows. 
Table 5.16 
Rita – literacy groups observation snapshot  
Date and Time: 03 March, 2011, 9:15am – 9:35 am 
Purpose: Literacy groups session 
Participants: Rita, Year 5 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Rita provided initial instructions regarding task requirements in an effort to prepare 
student groups for completing an assigned literacy activity.  A parent volunteer 
collected one student group and relocated to a table just outside Rita’s classroom.  The 
remaining groups moved to their assigned areas. Rita sat at a group of desks with her 
four students. Each student was requested by Rita to read a paragraph of text aloud.  
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Then as each corresponding comprehension question was read aloud Rita encouraged 
students to identify the question type as “Level 1, level 2 or level 3”.  She frequently 
used open ended questions such as “How do you know? Why?” to encourage her 
student group to check their applied procedural knowledge of question types. This 
session was then followed by yet another session focussed on “argument writing”. 
 
Rita’s everyday literacy group sessions included the development of test-taking and 
test-wise skills related to the identification of questioning techniques and procedural 
knowledge as tested in NAPLAN tests. During the focus group discussion, Rita 
explained further that; 
“teaching of specific comprehension strategies – ways of looking at texts, 
skimming, finding the answer in the text...within NAPLAN and PatR...helped 
get students organised to get the answer right and face a test like that.” 
Rita prepared her Year 5 students for standardised testing by embedding activities 
related to the test into her everyday literacy sessions. Rita indicated that from her 
view the Year 5 students: 
“got very little Literacy Coach support.  It’s focussed on the Fours (Year 4 
student cohort) because they (school administrators) have this idea that the 
results (past Year 3 NAPLAN results for students currently in Year 5) were 
down and they (school administrators) thought the Year 5s were a lost 
cause”. 
 Rita strove to engage students in everyday and NAPLAN preparation by providing 
“just that general encouraging them to participate.  Do their best.”  She also 
encouraged students to share their personal achievements with peers.  For example, 
Rita was observed encouraging one particular student to describe an alternative 
persuasive viewpoint to the whole class. Another student was encouraged to spell out 
a difficult word that she had persisted in personally spelling correctly.  Yet another 
student was encouraged to share a writing piece with a class volunteer.  Although 
concept and content mastery were encouraged during these sessions, which included 
NAPLAN literacy test preparation, Rita’s verbal praise targeting NAPLAN 
requirements was largely in response to accuracy of answers.   
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A focus on improving accuracy on high-stakes testing has potential to 
encourage students toward performance oriented goals (Meece, et al., 2006). Rita 
verbally emphasised to her students a need to “do well on NAPLAN” in an effort to 
increase their awareness of test preparation requirements. During specific NAPLAN 
test preparation using past electronic materials as a whole class stimulus, Rita applied 
her everyday closed questioning technique such as “who got it?” to check accuracy 
of answers.  Her verbal praise targeted performance-oriented goals with statements 
such as “how clever” and “well done those people who worked it out” 
acknowledging academic performance. Rita had increased her motivational emphasis 
on academic performance. Such a motivational shift is significant to the study as it 
has potential positive and negative impacts on personal achievement.  
5.3.4 Comparison between Rita’s and Julie’s pedagogic practices 
Rita had many years teaching experience with 2011 her first year teaching a 
NAPLAN tested class.  Her everyday pedagogic style was to provide scaffolding 
from whole class expert instruction to reciprocal group collaboration as well as 
providing verbal encouragement for more competent students to become self-
scaffolded learners.  Rita implemented everyday numeracy rotational group sessions 
with students streamed into these groups based on their past PATMath numeracy test 
scores.  
Similar to Julie in Year 3, Rita’s streamed ability allocation was largely in 
response to school administrator advice based on analysis of standardised assessment 
data undertaken by a Deputy Principal.  Potential positive and negative impacts of 
streamed ability grouping have been previously discussed in section 5.3.2.  During 
these sessions, Rita consistently adjusted her pedagogy dependent on the needs of 
student groups as they worked with her on a particular focus activity.   
Rita’s pedagogic scaffolding included additional expert instruction for less 
competent students and adjusted time allocation for more competent groups in efforts 
to increase group collaboration toward developing self-scaffolded learning. Holton 
and Clarke (2006) suggest that when students are provided with this style of 
scaffolded pedagogy they are encouraged to become agents of their own learning.  
When increased student agency occurs, they begin to take more responsibility for 
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knowledge generation. This pedagogic approach appeared in contrast to Rita’s whole 
class NAPLAN numeracy test preparation sessions. 
Rita made explicit the roles, routines and expectations required for NAPLAN 
testing. Cotton (1995) argues that teacher and student awareness of these 
specifications increases reliability of standardised test results. In a similar vein,  
MacMillan (2008) suggests that such test taking skills development “allow students 
to maximise their performance by not being distracted by format or approach” (p. 
58).  Although Gipps (1994) regards such a practice as polluting test scores,  Rita, 
like Julie, was under direction from CSS1’s school administrators to use past 
NAPLAN materials to prepare students for NAPLAN testing. However, unlike 
Julie’s Year 3 practices, guidance from CSS1’s literacy coach appeared minimal in 
Rita’s classroom. Of relevance to this study was that, like Julie, Rita’s pedagogy 
during specific NAPLAN numeracy preparation appeared to be restricted to whole 
class expert instruction in efforts to enhance students’ ability to correctly respond to 
test questioning. Essentially, NAPLAN test preparation in these two classrooms 
became didactic whereby pedagogic focus was placed on developing necessary 
processes and procedures required to gain specific tested content knowledge and 
skills (Murphy, 2008a).  However, unlike Julie who maintained a didactic approach 
during specific NAPLAN literacy preparation, such pedagogy was less evident 
during Rita’s literacy sessions in which NAPLAN was included. 
NAPLAN genre writing, including spelling, grammar and punctuation 
requirements were targeted as part of Rita’s everyday literacy whole class and group 
activities. She regularly discussed the NAPLAN marking points system and 
associated language and specifically taught questioning techniques. Overall, Rita’s 
literacy curriculum focus seemed to reflect NAPLAN literacy content and skills. 
When students displayed personal achievement, Rita praised their individual efforts 
and encouraged them to share their achievement with peers or a classroom volunteer. 
These motivational strategies, aimed at participation and personal achievement, are 
suggested by Bandura (1997) to increase persistence and resilience, which are 
valuable human attributes in everyday life. Rita also motivated her students by 
challenging them to complete higher year level tasks during everyday and NAPLAN 
specific sessions.   
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Challenging yet achievable learning tasks have potential to increase student 
participation which in turn may enhance personal achievement (Chan & Moore, 
2006).  As a result, self-efficacy and student agency within learning is enhanced 
(Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).  Unlike Julie’s Year 3 students who disengaged when 
NAPLAN test preparation requirements became challenging, Rita’s Year 5 students 
displayed eagerness when challenged with Year 7 NAPLAN numeracy questions. 
However, Rita remained as expert, making professional judgements regarding 
students’ ability to draw on prior knowledge of targeted concepts. This restricted 
students from taking control of their own learning, which resulted in minimal student 
agency during specific NAPLAN test preparation sessions. In addition, Rita’s 
motivational focus during these sessions targeted those students who achieved 
correct responses to past NAPLAN test questions, which had potential impacts on 
student self identity.   
The effect of Rita praising students’ correct responses during test preparation 
sessions is proposed by Shores and Smith (2010) to encourage students to attribute 
success on standardised assessment as determined by personal cognitive ability.  
According to Meece et al (2006), although more competent students may benefit 
from increased performance-oriented goal achievement, students who perceive 
themselves as less competent, or fear failure, may develop avoidance strategies and 
lack motivation toward testing. This was not necessarily the case in Ken’s Year 7 
classroom, next reported and discussed. 
5.3.5 Year 7 
Ken had 21 years teaching experience.  As reported in section 5.2.3, Ken 
regarded NAPLAN as additional to his school-based curriculum requirements and 
had concerns regarding the linking of federal government funding to NAPLAN 
results. He believed NAPLAN has an “underlying element” which may be eroding 
teacher autonomy.  
Pedagogic practices whereby a teacher has direct control of student learning in 
efforts to produce correct responses can encourage a traditional approach to teaching 
and learning (Jarvis, et al., 2004).  Ken stated that he was an “old school chalk and 
talk – traditional” teacher who preferred “very structured teaching and learning”.  
For example, Ken scheduled four half hour literacy sessions during the first two 
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hours of CSS1’s school day, four times per week.  Spelling was the first activity, 
followed by an on-demand writing task specific to NAPLAN genre requirements, 
then levelled reading group activities before finishing with a half hour of grammar.  
Specific to on-demand writing, Ken explained: 
“The writing target is persuasive...so the big emphasis from now on until the 
NAPLAN test is we’ll talk about it (persuasive language) on Monday, give them a 
chance to do some research and get some ideas.  On Tuesdays I give them half an 
hour to actually write; just preparing them for that demand writing.” 
Ken’s pedagogic approach to on-demand writing is next outlined. 
Table 5.17 
Ken – Literacy on-demand writing session observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 27 April, 2011, 10:13 am – 10:45 am 
Purpose: Literacy on-demand writing session 
Participants: Ken, Year 7 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Ken provided the whole class with explicit instructions regarding an on-demand 
persuasive writing task. All students were seated in groups at their desks, settled and 
silent. As students began their independent writing task Ken walked slowly around the 
room providing additional guidance where necessary. Within three minutes, two female 
students began sharing their writing, quietly reading to each other.  Two male students 
nearby did likewise. Increasing numbers of students began quietly reading their writing 
to their neighbour. Then students began walking to other groups to share their writing. 
Ken verbally praised students for sharing their ideas “in a respectful manner”.  He 
continued to provide guidance to students as he moved from group to group. At 10:35am, 
Ken mentioned to students that they had ten minutes to complete their writing task. He 
requested that sharing of writing discontinue so that the writing task could be completed 
independently.  Students discontinued sharing their writing, returned to their desks and 
began writing independently. One student who completed the task earlier than scheduled 
approached Ken and read her written piece to him.  Ken gave verbal positive feedback 
then requested the student to complete editing requirements.  Ken then began moving 
slowly from group to group, listening to students as they read their written piece to him. 
Ken provided feedback regarding punctuation and spelling, and gave positive verbal 
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praise for individual achievement. 
 
Ken’s everyday literacy on-demand writing sessions prior to NAPLAN testing 
focussed predominantly on the demands of NAPLAN writing test requirements.  
However, unlike NAPLAN testing, Ken’s students sat in groups and collaboratively 
shared their writing progress with peers. This collaborative approach may have been 
influenced by Ken’s belief that “once the (NAPLAN) tests are done, we’ll go back to 
group work”. Although Ken acknowledged a need for students to experience the 
demands of writing within a given timeframe, he preferred to prepare students for 
NAPLAN specific writing test requirements by encouraging collaboration of 
developing knowledge and skills. Ken also encouraged collaboration during 
numeracy sessions through sharing of alternative viewpoints. 
Teaching, with an emphasis on alternative viewpoints and solutions is 
suggested by Wells and Claxton (2002) to develop students’ negotiation skills as 
they strive toward mastery. Ken scheduled Year 7 numeracy in the middle session of 
each school day, beginning with basic computational facts, followed by operations 
and then a focus concept.  However, rather than taking full control throughout these 
sessions, Ken was observed to actively encourage students in sharing alternative 
viewpoints and solutions which he used to direct his expert instruction.  The 
following snapshot provides an insight into Ken’s everyday numeracy teaching 
practices.  
Table 5.18 
Ken – Numeracy session observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 03 March, 2011, 11:40 am – 12:10 pm 
Purpose: Numeracy session 
Participants: Ken, Year 7 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Ken stood at the front of the classroom and used open ended questioning such as “What 
do you think about...? Tell me what you did? What part do we need to do first?  What do 
you need to do next?” to encourage students to share prior knowledge of curriculum 
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content displayed on this classroom’s whiteboard.  He modelled shared procedures such 
as identifying prime and composite numbers and their relative multiplication and division 
attributes on a board.  Ken then talked about these strategies and asked students to 
verbally share alternative procedures. As students began to display mastery through 
providing correct responses to questions, more complex tasks were written up on a board 
from which students were required to respond independently.  These tasks included 
multiple step computations, which required students to apply their developing problem 
solving skills.  Skill development was targeted at student ability to identify appropriate 
sequencing of mathematical procedures toward calculating correct answers.  As students 
began independently completing each set task, Ken began moving slowly around the 
room providing individual students with additional expert instruction and some teacher-
student collaborative guidance.  During these interactions, Ken invariably enquired about 
each student’s personal interests. These individual, socially supportive discussions 
enhanced opportunities for strengthening teacher-student relationships. 
 
Overall, Ken’s daily numeracy sessions were well structured and aimed at 
developing  students’ mathematical conceptual knowledge and procedural skills in a 
collaborative environment where alternative viewpoints and solutions directed 
teaching and learning.  Ken also sought to socially interact with each child regarding 
their personal interests.  Developing supportive teacher-student relationships is 
proposed by Carrington and Robinson (2006) to encourage students to make stronger 
connections with their school community, which enhances inclusive practices.  Ken 
reflected: 
“One of the things I do best is that relationship I do build up with kids...A lot 
of conversation.  It could be as you go around the room you make a comment.  
It could be to stay behind for a couple of minutes and have a chat about 
something.” 
 
Ken was observed regularly engaging in social conversation and joke sharing with 
individual students or the whole class. Although he described himself as a traditional 
teacher with a strong focus on structured delivery of curriculum content, and was 
observed teaching in this manner, Ken’s regular use of humour and social 
conversation provided opportunity for reciprocal teacher-student interaction. 
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However, Ken predicted “big changes” in his pedagogy during NAPLAN 
preparation: 
“When we get to the actual reading and language conventions we’ll be going 
back and looking at the last couple of years tests online, going through 
question by question, getting them (students) to break down the question,  
teaching them how to scan quickly through it...It will be whole class. During 
reading groups next term (Term 2) it will be more specific activities where 
they’re working on those reading tests using actual NAPLAN tests, the reading 
booklet and then as a whole class we’ll put up the test question on the board 
and work out the right answer.”   
Shepard and Cutts-Dougherty (1991) argue that increased demands to raise student 
academic performance tend to shift pedagogic practices toward basic skills 
instruction of tested content.  Ken was observed accessing past NAPLAN test 
materials from the Queensland Studies Authority (2011b) website which he 
displayed on an interactive whiteboard.  He also used past NAPLAN reading 
booklets as a whole class activity.  As mentioned previously, Ken had already 
included NAPLAN writing preparation into his everyday practices.  He had also been 
required to administer two different levelled spelling tests, which CSS1’s literacy 
coach requested.  The common errors identified from these tests were to be used to 
guide Ken’s explicit spelling skills instruction leading up to NAPLAN.  The 
following snapshot illustrates how Ken adjusted his pedagogy in response to the 
literacy coach’s spelling test request. 
Table 5.19 
Ken – NAPLAN literacy test preparation observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 15 February, 2011, 10:19 pm – 11:32 am 
Purpose: NAPLAN literacy test preparation 
Participants: Ken, literacy coach, Year 7 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
As requested by the literacy coach, Ken conducted two different levelled spelling tests 
during his morning two hour literacy session. The literacy session continued into middle 
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session during which Ken placed stimulus material on an electronic whiteboard from 
which students were required to copy.  He mentioned the importance of this material for 
NAPLAN writing test preparation.  Ken provided initial expert instruction to the whole 
class as well as individual guidance to students who displayed difficulty.  However, he 
did not continue this everyday pedagogic practice.  Instead, he sat at his desk with the 
Literacy coach marking spelling tests while students quietly copied stimulus material 
from the board into their writing books for the remaining 87 percent of this session.   
 
During a follow-up visit to Ken’s classroom, he reflected on this particular 
session and apologised, claiming that it had been a “very messy” day.  Such a claim 
suggests increased demands on Ken’s everyday practices arising from NAPLAN 
preparation requirements.  In essence, it had become necessary for Ken to prioritise 
test preparation. Therefore, a potential negative impact on teacher-student 
relationship building due to human and material resourcing specifically targeting 
NAPLAN became apparent.  This is important to the study as it has potential to 
impact on collaborative teaching and learning in this Year 7 classroom. Therefore, 
further exploration during a NAPLAN numeracy test preparation session was 
necessary.  
Test preparation, according to Black (1999), can include tested content to be 
delivered in the same or similar format from which students are required to produce 
correct responses.  The following snapshot captured Ken as he systematically worked 
through past numeracy test questions displayed on an electronic whiteboard.   
Table 5.20 
Ken – NAPLAN numeracy test preparation observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 3 March, 2011, 12:08 pm – 1:15pm 
Purpose: NAPLAN numeracy test preparation 
Participants: Ken, Year 7 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Ken stood at the front of the class.  He used open-ended questions such as: “What can we 
do? What are you thinking?  What’s that going to tell us? What did we find?” to probe 
students prior knowledge and skills toward developing mathematical strategic thinking 
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skills.  As students shared their strategies with the whole class, Ken modelled these 
strategies on the whiteboard and provided verbal elaboration.  When a mathematical 
strategy proved incorrect, Ken asked “Who’s got another way?” to encourage alternative 
responses.  He strove to encourage students to act as experts, guiding his pedagogic 
practice of modelling and elaborating specific NAPLAN tested content and test taking 
skills.  He remained at the front of the class, occasionally encouraging students to join 
him by modelling their alternative strategies on the whiteboard. 
 
Ken’s enacted numeracy test preparation pedagogic practices appeared 
consistent with his everyday pedagogy.  Nonetheless, a subtle change whereby Ken 
remained at the front of the class for the entire session resulted in minimal individual 
social conversation and joke sharing with students. Murphy (2008a) proposes that 
socialised speech with an adult or more competent peer provides an opportunity for 
development of higher mental functioning, which increases student agency.  Ken’s 
everyday practice of encouraging students to act as experts during whole class open-
ended questioning sessions fostered student agency as control of learning was 
directed by student knowledge and skills development.  However, during Ken’s 
NAPLAN preparation sessions, particularly when teaching was reduced to stimulus-
response methods, student agency became restricted.  Nonetheless, Ken intended to 
downplay the importance of NAPLAN academic achievement by continuing to 
motivate his students toward personal mastery. 
Motivation toward personal mastery emphasises effort and understanding 
above competing for academic grades.  Ken outlined his everyday motivational 
strategies as targeting a need for individual students to be “comfortable” to “have a 
go, do your best and see how you go from there.” Ken was observed using various 
motivational approaches with individual students and the whole class during 
everyday literacy and numeracy sessions.  As outlined previously, Ken’s lessons 
specifically targeted subject content, therefore motivation was invariably targeted 
toward students mastering knowledge and skills required to formulate correct 
responses.  However, unlike behavioural approaches whereby a teacher provides 
explicit instruction to formulate correct responses, Ken preferred to motivate students 
by challenging them to apply trial and error. Such motivational challenges were also 
apparent during whole class numeracy test preparation sessions as individual 
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students shared their developing strategies.  Minimising student avoidance to 
complete NAPLAN testing was a major motivational target in Ken’s Year 7 class 
leading up to 2011 testing.  Ken mentioned that he allowed students “to bring in a 
couple of lollies” on NAPLAN test days so that they were “associating NAPLAN as 
being good.”  This practice of providing added extrinsic motivators by permitting 
lollies on NAPLAN test days may increase student motivation toward testing which 
may have a positive impact on test performance.   
5.3.6 Comparison of Ken’s pedagogic practices with Rita and Julie 
Ken preferred to deliver expert instruction within a very structured learning 
environment. Structured learning is described by Jarvis et al (2004) as having 
potential for a teacher to take full control of directing expert instruction while 
students become passive, conforming learners, rather than active thinkers.  However, 
this was not evident during Ken’s everyday literacy and numeracy sessions.  Ken’s 
everyday practice was to initially provide expert instruction using stimuli displayed 
on a board.  As students began to display personal mastery, Ken sought opportunities 
for individual social interaction in an effort to enhance teacher-student relationship 
building; an aspect of pedagogy Ken prided himself.  However, the demands of 
NAPLAN test preparation observed in this Year 7 classroom had negatively 
impacted on teacher-student relationship building by restricting opportunity for 
social interaction. Similar to Julie in Year 3, whose literacy expert practices appeared 
to be guided by CSS1’s literacy coach, the demands of additional NAPLAN related 
spelling testing, also directed by this site’s literacy coach resulted in a shift in Ken’s 
pedagogy toward a significant stimulus-response behavioural approach. Although 
literacy coaching was not apparent in Rita’s Year 5 classroom, she too shifted her 
teaching methods to providing expert instruction using NAPLAN test materials 
displayed on a board during whole class test preparation sessions. 
Behavioural teaching methods encourage stimulus-response style lessons with 
repetition and reinforcement until correct responses are achieved (Skinner, 1974).  
As a result of NAPLAN related test requirements, student learning during specific 
test preparation sessions in Julie, Ken and Rita’s classrooms became didactic 
whereby factual information was displayed for students to passively respond. Bruner 
(1996) suggests this approach supports a notion that the human mind is a “receptacle 
waiting to be filled” (p. 56).  Indeed, during a particular literacy session in Ken’s 
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class, students were required to sit quietly and independently copy from the board, 
which reduced them to passively conforming rather than becoming active 
participants in learning (Jarvis, et al., 2004).  In addition, Ken was required to use the 
literacy coach’s direction of additional spelling test results to guide explicit skills 
instruction prior to NAPLAN testing.  
The breaking down of complex skills into separate pieces that can be explicitly 
taught in isolation is suggested by Black (1999) to encourage a traditional, 
behavioural, teaching approach.  As Holton and Clarke (2006) point out, expert 
instructional methods are only the first step within scaffolding teaching and learning. 
Although students do require foundational spelling knowledge and skills within an 
apprenticeship model of learning, Rogoff  (2008a) argues that prolonged periods of 
expert instruction may restrict opportunity for guided participation toward self-
scaffolded learning.  It may also reduce learning to necessary knowledge and skills 
required to pass a test. 
 A learning environment that prioritises standardised assessment is described 
by Guilfoyle (2007) to reflect a “teaching to the test” culture targeting only those 
concepts and skills to be tested.  As was the case in Julie’s Year 3 and Rita’s Year 5 
classrooms at CSS1 at the time of this study, NAPLAN test preparation was also a 
priority in Ken’s Year 7 classroom.  This resulted in a restricting of social interaction 
during Ken’s NAPLAN test preparation sessions.  Nonetheless, he strove to maintain 
teacher-student social interaction by encouraging students to apply trial and error 
strategies.  Jarvis et al (2004) suggest that trial and error tends to be a more open 
method of instruction and provides opportunity for constructive feedback as students 
work toward independent competency. It also provides an opportunity for positive 
reinforcement when a correct response to specific subject content is achieved.  
Therefore, it has the potential to support students toward acknowledging that fear of 
making errors and mistakes are part of everyday life experiences that should not be 
avoided (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).  
5.4 SUMMARY 
This chapter reported and discussed the context, perceptions and beliefs, and 
intended and enacted practices in which a Year 3, a Year 5 and a Year 7 teacher 
conduct everyday and NAPLAN preparation teaching and learning.  Case study site 
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one is identified as having a lower socio-educational student enrolment than the 
Australian average. Social, economic and parent/carer educational background has 
potential to impact on teachers’ pedagogic priorities leading up to 2011 NAPLAN.  
This is further impacted by this site’s students’ low performance on all past 
NAPLAN testing. Consistent below national minimum standard scores have resulted 
in additional Australian federal government funding aimed at improving literacy and 
numeracy performance to which CSS1 school administrators are accountable.   
As a result of accountability measures attached to the Australian government’s 
Smarter Schools National Partnership for Literacy and Numeracy (Australian 
Government Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009), 
CSS1 school administrators have developed action plans requiring additional 
standardised assessment to be completed with analyses returned to teachers for 
immediate actioning. Employment of specialised literacy and numeracy coaches has 
also been undertaken to up-skill classroom teachers in these two curriculum areas.  
Resource restrictions, such as limiting teachers’ photocopy quantities, is yet another 
impact on teachers’ everyday and NAPLAN test preparation pedagogic decision 
making at CSS1. All of these NAPLAN test preparation requirements at school 
administrator level, resulting from increased funding to improve on past NAPLAN 
scores, are arguably increasing regulation of teacher practices at this education site. 
Teacher participants at CSS1 have raised specific concerns pertinent to 
NAPLAN which developed six themes: 
1. NAPLAN’s use as an assessment tool to inform everyday teaching and 
learning 
2. linking additional federal government funding to NAPLAN results  
3. NAPLAN test-taking and skills development requirements   
4. categorising students based on past NAPLAN results 
5. Limited educational adjustment during NAPLAN test preparation  
6. regulating teacher practices. 
In addition, from the teacher participants’ intended and enacted pedagogic practices, 
three NAPLAN related impacts on collaborative group teaching and learning at 
CSS1 were identified:   
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1. increasing emphasis on expert instruction during test preparation 
2. streamed ability grouping based on standardised assessment results 
3. motivational shift to praising academic correctness above personal 
achievement.   
These themes will be further compared and analysed in Chapter 7 following the 
reporting and comparative discussion of case study site two (CSS2) in Chapter 6. 
Chapter 6 will begin by reporting and discussing the context in which three 
teacher participants, Gloria in Year 3, Pam in Year 5 and Harris in Year 7, intend to 
and enact everyday and NAPLAN teaching and learning at CSS2; a non-government 
P-12 college.  The chapter adopts a similar format to Chapter 5 in that the site’s 
contextual conditions are reported and discussed followed by a profiling of the 
teacher participants’ perceptions and beliefs of NAPLAN and any perceived 
challenges.  Then, an in-depth description of each of these three teachers’ intended 
and enacted everyday practices compared with NAPLAN test preparation sessions 
will be reported and discussed separately. Also similar to Chapter 5, major themes 
emerging from these teachers’ experiences leading up to 2011 NAPLAN testing will 
be summarised and then used to inform a cross-case analysis in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter 6: Case Two – Three Teachers in a Non-
Government College 
INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 5 reported Case Study Site one (CSS1) involving a teacher from each 
of Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 and their everyday and NAPLAN preparation practices 
in a Queensland government P-7 state primary school.  First, a contextual analysis 
was reported to include details of its distinguishing features. Then, teacher 
participants’ were separately profiled and discussed in relation to the research 
question targeting the effect of NAPLAN on their referred teaching methods. A 
separate reporting and further discussion of each of CSS1’s three teacher 
participants’ classroom practices followed this discussion.  The sociocultural 
perspective taken by Holton and Clarke (2006), centralising the importance of 
pedagogic scaffolding from expert instruction to reciprocal and self-scaffolded 
learning, underpinned the reporting of CSS1 and related discussion. Finally, major 
themes emerging from comparisons of intended and enacted everyday literacy and 
numeracy with NAPLAN preparation practices were discussed and then summarised. 
Chapter 6 uses the same reporting format.  Section 6.1 contextualises Case 
Study Site two (CSS2) and its three teachers in each of Years 3, 5 and 7, in a non-
government P-12 college. The first section of this chapter includes geographic, 
demographic and socio-educational data, and the pedagogic priorities of CSS2 
including NAPLAN test preparation requirements.  The discussion highlights major 
contextual distinctions at this education site.  Section 6.2 profiles and discusses each 
of the three participating teachers; Gloria teaches Year 3, Pam, Year 5 and Harris, 
Year 7. The perceptions and beliefs of these teachers regarding the value, operation 
and function of NAPLAN are comparatively discussed.  Section 6.3 reports intended 
and enacted pedagogic adjustments made by these three teachers during their 
everyday literacy and numeracy lessons compared with NAPLAN test preparation 
sessions.  A discussion of major themes arising from Gloria’s, Pam’s and Harris’ 
practices concludes the reporting of each teacher. Finally, section 6.4 summarises 
CSS2’s contextual distinctions, teacher participants’ perceptions and beliefs, and 
pedagogic intentions and actions during pre-NAPLAN activity. 
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6.1 CASE STUDY SITE TWO (CSS2) CONTEXT   
Chapter 4, section 4.3.1 outlined justification criteria used for selection of 
CSS2 and identified the researcher’s own experiences within the district as well as an 
understanding of the complexity of the sociocultural and economic backgrounds of 
students. CSS2 teachers work in a non-government college comprising Preparatory 
to Year 12 (P-12) over four sites. The original college was founded in 1954 and has 
expanded to meet the educational needs of a community characterised by continuing 
growth.   
CSS2 consists of three separate Preparatory to Year 6 (P-6) primary campuses 
and one Year 7 to Year 12 (7-12) secondary campus, which amalgamated in 1995 for 
administrative and economic reasons.  At the time of this study, situating Year 7 on a 
secondary campus was uncommon in the context of Queensland education that until 
recently had included Year 7 within the primary sector. This site’s multiple campuses 
are geographically located within an eight kilometre radius of each other and in three 
neighbouring suburbs of a northern region of Brisbane, Queensland, Australia.  The 
following data were analysed to determine actual student enrolment information to 
support the proposition made by Knapp (2012) that an Australian school’s student 
enrolment can influence NAPLAN achievement.   
In terms of demographic distinctions, 83 percent of students residing in this 
geographic area live with both parents (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2010).  As 
reported in section 5.1, Sanson and Wise  (2001) suggest that dual parenting has the 
potential to enhance educational support. CSS2’s four campuses lie within a 
Queensland region ranked in the 75
th
 socio-economic percentile, which constitutes an 
advantaged group (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2010). The Australian Curriculum 
Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) (2010) make similar deductions 
about parenting and socio-economic advantage as determined by the “Index of 
Community Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA)” (see section 2.5.5). The 
following Table 6.1 outlines CSS2’s ICSEA, identifying the distribution of actual 
student enrolment into a bottom quarter, two middle quarters and a top quarter. 
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Table 6.1 
Case study site two: Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA) 
Facility ICSEA 
value 
Distribution of students 
Bottom 
quarter 
Middle quarters 
Top 
quarter 
CSS2 1072 16% 22% 34% 28% 
 
As indicated in Table 6.1, CSS2’s ICSEA value of 1072 falls above the 
Australian average of 1000.  Therefore, a greater percentage of actual student 
enrolment at CSS2 is distributed in the upper middle quarter, 34 percent, and top 
quarter, 28 percent. These socio-educationally advantaged student numbers equate to 
62 percent of actual enrolment compared with 38 percent of students identified in 
lower middle and bottom quarters.  This data supports ABS (2010) figures mentioned 
previously that suggest potential student enrolment at this study site experience 
socio-economic advantage.  Therefore, teachers at CSS2 have greater opportunity to 
teach students from socially, economically and educationally advantaged 
backgrounds. How such an advantaged enrolment may be influencing teacher 
practices as they prepare students for NAPLAN testing is an important consideration 
to this study.  Therefore, an exploration of the college’s pedagogic priorities in 
addition to past NAPLAN results is relevant to the research question targeting the 
effect of NAPLAN on pedagogy.  
6.1.1 Pedagogic priorities 
As previously mentioned, at the time of this study CSS2 drew on the Shaddock 
et al (2007) report to guide pedagogic priorities, recommending that teachers 
prioritise inclusive practices during everyday interactions with all students, 
regardless of ability.  Shaddock et al  (2007) recommend the need for explicit 
instruction during literacy sessions with an emphasis on specific learning needs and 
abilities of each individual student. In addition to this, CSS2 supports 
implementation of alternative standardised assessment; the “International 
Competitions and Assessments for Schools (ICAS)” which is scheduled annually.  
These tests are standardised, free from profit, owned and available from the 
University of New South Wales (2010).  ICAS testing is scheduled after NAPLAN 
and administered by respective classroom teachers. These test papers are scored by 
 158 Chapter 6: Case Two – Three Teachers in a Non-Government College      
an external agent and returned to CSS2’s Manager of Curriculum Programmes for 
analysis and comparison with this site’s “Phase of Learning: Teaching and Learning 
Framework” documents (The College, 2010a, 2010b, 2010c).  Of import to this study 
and its research question involving any pedagogic shifts associated with test 
preparation is that CSS2’s ICAS test scores are used to inform curriculum planning 
rather than to identify individual student learning needs.  Also of interest is that 
ICAS testing, as an alternate standardised assessment procedure at CSS2, is 
scheduled after NAPLAN.  Therefore, at CSS2, it is a reasonable assumption that 
these tests’ results have minimal influence on NAPLAN test preparation 
requirements. This assumption is further analysed in Chapter 7.  To further explore 
the proposition that student enrolment can impact on pedagogic practices CSS2’s 
past NAPLAN results and how they are being used to inform teacher practices are 
next reported. 
CSS2 draws on past NAPLAN results to inform curriculum planning which is 
integral to pedagogic priorities.  Table 6.2 provides an outline of the college’s Year 
3, 5 and 7 NAPLAN results since 2008, published on the “My School” website 
(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c). 
Table 6.2 
Case study site two: Past NAPLAN performance 
Legend:  
SB = substantially below –  
B   = below –  
CT = close to – 
- all Australian schools’ average  
Case Study Site Two 
2008 2009 2010 
Yr3 Yr5 Yr7 Yr3 Yr5 Yr7 Yr3 Yr5 Yr7 
Reading B CT CT B CT CT B B CT 
Writing B CT CT B CT CT B CT CT 
Spelling SB CT CT B CT B B B CT 
Grammar and Punctuation B CT CT B CT CT B CT CT 
Numeracy B CT B B CT B SB B CT 
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These NAPLAN performances indicate that in 2008 CSS2’s Year 7 cohort fell 
below the national average in numeracy while in 2009 their Year 7 cohort fell below 
the national average in both numeracy and spelling.  For 2010, an improvement of 
four score points in CSS2’s Year 7 numeracy and five score points in Year 7 spelling 
occurred, which may indicate a teaching focus on these areas of learning.  This 
improvement brought CSS2 Year 7 scores close to the Australian schools’ average in 
all literacy and numeracy tested areas. Although 2008 and 2009 results for CSS2’s 
Year 5 students maintained a satisfactory level, the 2010 cohort fell below in each of 
reading, spelling, and numeracy, which may indicate less teaching focus had 
occurred in these learning areas. In Year 3 at CSS2, NAPLAN results have 
consistently fallen below or substantially below the Australian schools’ average in all 
tested areas for the past three years. Similar to CSS2’s ICAS test scores, these 
NAPLAN results are used by this site’s Manager of Curriculum Programmes to 
inform a “Phase of Learning: Teaching and Learning Framework” (The College, 
2010a, 2010b, 2010c) that relates to curriculum planning.  A point to make here is 
that even though Year 3 at CSS2 has consistently achieved below national minimum 
standards on past NAPLAN, CSS2 campuses accessed for this study have not 
attracted additional federal government financial assistance under the Smarter 
Schools National Partnership for Literacy and Numeracy (Australian Government 
Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2010).  How this 
may affect NAPLAN test preparation requirements on teachers at CSS2 is next 
reported. 
6.1.2 NAPLAN test preparation requirements of teachers 
CSS2 school administrators have adopted Shaddock et al (2007) suggestion 
that teachers pay particular attention to individual student strengths and weaknesses.  
However, an over-emphasis on the individual and under-emphasis on the collective 
class cohort under direct instruction may not always have a positive effect on student 
improvement.  Holton and Clarke (2006) base their pedagogic model on a balanced 
teacher-student instruction enterprise, stressing the important role of teacher as 
expert. Specific to CSS2 is that their literacy or numeracy coaches do not guide 
teachers’ pedagogic practices during test preparation (see section 5.1.2).  As a result, 
a degree of professional autonomy is granted to teachers regarding their test 
preparation practices within respective classrooms.  How teachers at this site may be 
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using their professional autonomy to prepare students for NAPLAN testing is an 
important consideration to the study.   
As recommended by Masters (2009) and supported by Bligh (2009), CSS2 
school administrators request Year 3, 5 and 7 teachers to access NAPLAN materials 
from all previous testing years, available in print and electronic forms, to prepare 
students for NAPLAN.  CSS2’s Heads of Campus (HOCs) are also required to 
review each teacher’s curriculum planning and schedule professional development 
accordingly on a teacher-student needs basis.  However, professional development is 
not necessarily based on students’ past standardised assessment results.  In many 
cases, professional development is targeted at the individual needs of students 
experiencing disability, therefore affirming the previous comment that a polarised 
over-emphasis on the individual may not always be to the advantage of a collective 
student cohort.  In addition, support teachers, as part of CSS2’s inclusive education 
programme, provide pedagogic guidance. Their role is to support all students’ 
individual needs, particularly those experiencing learning difficulty/disability. These 
support teachers invariably undertake co-teaching duties dependent on teachers’ 
pedagogic decisions about supporting student needs. Of import to this study is how 
such a focus on inclusive practices may be affected by NAPLAN test preparation 
requirements on Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 classroom teachers at CSS2. 
6.1.3 Discussion 
As reported previously, of particular importance to this study is how Year 3, 5 
and 7 teachers may be influenced by the contexts in which they undertake both 
everyday and test preparation practices. CSS2 is identified as having an advantaged 
student enrolment in terms of geographic, socio-economic and socio-educational 
influences and it could be argued that such advantage has had a positive impact on 
this site’s past NAPLAN results.  For example, past NAPLAN tested students have 
recorded overall satisfactory test score results, with the exception of Year 3 where 
teachers may be under more pressure than their Year 5 and 7 colleagues in efforts to 
raise Year 3, 2011 NAPLAN performance.  This is discussed further in section 6.2.4 
as any pedagogic shift during literacy and numeracy sessions is of interest to this 
study into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher practices.    
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CSS2 additionally analyses standardised assessment test scores to inform 
curriculum planning.  This emphasis arguably shifts the focus of these test scores 
away from individual students or teachers toward aligning curriculum with 
assessment, which in turn influences pedagogic decision making within the context 
of each classroom.  Also of import to this study into the effects of NAPLAN on 
pedagogy is that CSS2’s school administrator team appeared to provide a degree of 
teacher autonomy regarding test preparation requirements of teachers. This 
acknowledgement of teacher professionalism has been found by Leggett (2007) to 
enhance positive attitudes between school administrators and teachers.  Therefore, 
CSS2 teachers’ motivation and commitment could be enhancing factors in an era of 
education reform when NAPLAN is increasingly a main teaching and performance 
measurement tool. Pedagogic priorities at this site were further influenced by 
inclusive practices to support student needs. 
Inclusive practices suggested by Shaddock et al (2007) are also regarded to 
enhance teaching and learning by Carrington and Robinson (2006).  They claim 
classrooms can become engaging learning communities wherein teacher-student 
relationships are respected and nurtured above academic grades and scores.  This in 
turn develops a “sense of belonging” (Carrington & Robinson, 2006, p. 9) whereby 
school administrators, teachers and parents can work collaboratively in efforts to 
support individual student strengths and weaknesses.  Within such a learning 
community, a teacher’s critical pedagogic role is recognised and supported above the 
teaching of rudimentary facts and principles required to pass a test.  Given this, 
teachers at CSS2 may not be experiencing undue pressure to raise test scores which 
in turn may have minimal impact on both everyday and test preparation pedagogic 
practices. The next section profiles this site’s three teacher participants, Gloria in 
Year 3, Pam in Year 5, and Harris in Year 7.  It reports and discusses their 
perceptions and beliefs of standardised assessment and any perceived challenges 
leading up to NAPLAN 2011.   
6.2 TEACHER PROFILES 
Teacher perceptions and beliefs are influenced by lived experiences within a 
teaching environment. In an era of Australian education reform, NAPLAN may 
become an increasingly influential factor on teacher beliefs and pedagogic practices.  
With regard to influence from NAPLAN, this section provides a profile of each 
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teacher participant at CSS2. Specifically, section 6.2.1 reports Gloria’s Year 3 beliefs 
and perceptions regarding NAPLAN; section 6.2.2 similarly reports Pam in Year 5 
while section 6.2.3 reports Harris in Year 7. A snapshot introduces each teacher 
before their individual perceptions and beliefs of standardised assessment and 
perceived challenges are reported.  A comparative discussion of major themes arising 
from these three teachers’ perceptions and beliefs concludes this section. 
6.2.1 Year 3 – Gloria 
Gloria was in her second year of fulltime teaching since graduating from a 
university teaching degree.  She participated in this study’s pilot in 2010 as a Year 7 
teacher and consented to continue in 2011 as a Year 3 teacher participant.  Her class 
consisted of 12 girls and 12 boys.  The following snapshot serves to provide an 
introduction to Gloria. 
Table 6.3 
Interview snapshot – Gloria 
Time: 16
th
 February, 2011, 10:30am 
Purpose: Interview 
Participants: Gloria and researcher 
Scenario: 
Gloria chose to be interviewed during her morning tea break.  She suggested we sit at a 
group of student desks toward the back of the classroom to conduct the interview.  I had 
provided the interview questions a few days prior and so Gloria had taken time to type up 
two pages of notes.  She mentioned that her notes were a way of collecting her thoughts 
and existed only as a prompt if needed.  Throughout the interview, Gloria only referred 
to her notes twice for a brief check to ensure she had covered all her points.  She spoke 
confidently, providing elaboration, often without prompting. 
 
Gloria’s perceptions and beliefs of standardised assessment 
Gloria suggested that as standardised assessment, NAPLAN was; 
“good in the way a teacher, if they are trained, can pull the data apart and 
look at it. Once you teach someone how to pull that data apart and put it all 
back together and work out...all my students flunked this – is it because I 
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haven’t taught it because it’s actually scheduled to be taught in term 4, or did 
I not teach it correctly.  Then I know as a teacher I can go back and fix things 
that need to be fixed or tweaked or whatever.  I would know that the way I 
taught it obviously didn’t work.  I would need to look at that in my pedagogy 
and the way I approach these students for this year.  That’s (NAPLAN’s) 
good for that.”   
Gloria explained that her positive attitude toward NAPLAN data was influenced by 
past professional development regarding NAPLAN data analysis during her 
university education degree, as well as CSS2 scheduling of professional development 
training sessions. However, specific to NAPLAN test preparation, Gloria proposed 
that teachers “don’t need to do a whole term of preparation for one test”. This 
proposition infers that Year 3 NAPLAN test preparation at CSS2 is being scheduled 
over a longer period than the approximate six weeks as advised by the Australian 
Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (2011a). Given this inference, it 
could seem contradictory that Gloria also stated: 
 “I just don’t know if I’ll be able to cover it (test preparation requirements) in 
time; it’s scary; it’s the limited time. It’s training them (students) the skills 
they need to sit a NAPLAN test.” 
Gloria’s ambivalence indicates that she shouldn’t need a whole term to prepare 
students for NAPLAN but has concerns that preparation may take this time or longer.  
This suggests that Gloria may lack confidence in her pedagogic ability to effectively 
prepare her current Year 3 students for testing, or, that she acknowledges pressure to 
improve on past, less than satisfactory Year 3 NAPLAN results.  How Gloria 
intended to enact such a prolonged period of test preparation leading to 2011 
NAPLAN testing is an important factor regarding the effects of NAPLAN on this 
teacher’s pedagogy. This is further explored in section 6.3.1.  Also, as mentioned in 
section 6.1.1, CSS2’s NAPLAN and ICAS test results were used to inform 
curriculum planning rather than to inform NAPLAN test preparation requirements.  
Therefore, an exploration into how Gloria drew on multiple assessment tasks 
completed by her current cohort to inform everyday practices and NAPLAN test 
preparation is next reported.   
Gloria claimed that standardised testing and test score analysis was “something 
we (teachers) could and should be doing ourselves.”  She explained: 
 164 Chapter 6: Case Two – Three Teachers in a Non-Government College      
“I’ve already done the South Australian spelling test, we’re ready to do 
 TORCH and we’re going to do PAT.”   
These standardised tests include assessment tasks targeting literacy skills such as 
spelling, reading comprehension and grammar, as well as numeracy skills of number, 
space, measurement, chance and data, and patterns and algebra. Gloria explained that 
she did not conduct test preparation sessions prior to implementation of these tests 
and personally scored and analysed the results to identify students who required 
curriculum adjustments from that proposed by the school’s curriculum planning. This 
is significant as it supports the notion previously reported in section 6.1.2 that 
inclusive practices at CSS2 require pedagogy to target individual student needs.   
Gloria’s perceived challenges 
Gloria suggested that the strength of her pedagogic approach lay in her ability 
to regularly provide individual student guidance which she referred to as “one on 
one”.  However, she believed that her preferred pedagogic style may be challenged if 
she is required to implement whole class instruction for longer periods leading up to 
2011 NAPLAN testing.  This belief is exemplified in Gloria’s statement that; 
“If I teach to a whole class then you (student) get caught up in all that mess. 
That’s when I feel my whole pedagogy falling to pieces.  That is what my 
biggest belief is – I need to have one on one.”  
Gloria intended to avoid any potential pedagogic shift in efforts to continue her 
provision of everyday strategies during NAPLAN test preparation.  She also revealed 
her belief that NAPLAN test preparation is “massive” challenge to develop 
necessary “content knowledge” and “test readiness skills” for all her Year 3 
students. She stated that: 
“It’s so much getting them (Year 3 students) ready content wise...Some of these 
 kids are flat out writing a sentence from the board.  There’s no way they’re 
going to pass NAPLAN.  We’re (teachers are) wasting their (students) time 
even trying to get those kids the content knowledge.  So we’re going to squish it 
into them but they don’t need that stuff, they need the foundations but with this 
class, it’s going to be challenging getting them to work out how to sit the test.  
All the skills, test readiness skills, is massive for this class.” 
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As well as accessing electronic past NAPLAN materials, Gloria explained that she 
had been directed by one of CSS2’s school administrators to purchase and complete 
student textbooks to support NAPLAN test preparation for her Year 3 cohort.  
Subsequent purchasing of  “Practice Basic skills – Literacy Tests” (Turner & Alan, 
2001) had resulted in Gloria reflecting “that’s half our budget gone just for literacy, 
gone on that book to prepare them.” These texts include 72 pages dedicated to test-
taking and test-wise skill development. The Australian Primary Principals 
Association (2010) suggests that these resources are more beneficial to a growing 
commercial industry targeting test preparation, than to the development of student’s 
higher-order thinking skills.  Therefore, implementation of these test preparation 
resources has not been recommended by this wider Australian education community 
group (Australian Primary Principals Association, 2010).  
In addition to time allocated and expense targeting implementation of 
commercially produced test preparation texts, Gloria also acknowledged an increase 
in photocopying to resource NAPLAN preparation using print-based materials of 
past tests for each individual student.  Allocating additional educational resource 
funding for NAPLAN preparation may result in an increased pedagogic focus on 
specific knowledge and skills required to pass these tests. This study acknowledges 
that increased funding to resource Year 3 test preparation at CSS2 is clearly at the 
expense of other curriculum areas. How these additional stimulus materials were 
impacting on Gloria’s practices during test preparation is of particular interest 
regarding the effects of NAPLAN on this teacher’s pedagogy.  
A motivation for purchasing two copies of Year 2, 20 copies of Year 3, and 
two copies of Year 4 “Practice Basic skills – Literacy Tests” (Turner & Alan, 2001) 
was that Gloria could provide a degree of levelled, and therefore adjusted, test 
preparation support for her Year 3 cohort.  She achieved this by assigning one Year 3 
student as a peer tutor for two fellow students who were required to complete Year 2 
levelled test preparation texts.  These two students had been allocated lower level test 
preparation texts based on their less than satisfactory results on multiple standardised 
assessment literacy tasks.  Gloria’s Year 3 peer tutor and these two students were 
observed retreating to an adjoining room while Gloria remained in the classroom, 
within auditory range of her student peer-tutored group. Gloria provided expert 
instruction to the rest of her Year 3 class on a Year 3 levelled test preparation text. 
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There were no observed opportunities for her two Year 4 levelled test preparation 
students to collaborate. Nonetheless, Gloria’s pedagogic practice of providing 
levelled test preparation opportunities is interesting as it identified potential for a 
different approach that allows some educational adjustment to NAPLAN test 
preparation.  In addition, how this levelled approach impacted on Gloria’s Year 3 
students’ development of personal identity during test preparation was also relevant 
to this study. 
Meece et al (2006) suggest that increased focus on standardised assessment 
achievement has the potential to result in some students identifying themselves as 
less competent with perceptions of diminished personal identity. They further 
propose diminished personal identity can potentially trigger disruptive behaviour 
including inappropriate calling out or teasing (Meece, et al., 2006). Gloria believed 
that NAPLAN test preparation may have heightened student stress and anxiety levels 
which had triggered incidents of behaviour similar to those reported by Meese et al 
(2006).  Student stress and anxiety have also been suggested by McMillan (2005) to 
have negative impacts on standardised test scores. How Gloria dealt with these 
behaviours during NAPLAN test preparation is an important factor in this study into 
the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy. Specifically, Gloria reported that she had a 
variety of strategies including deep breathing exercises to relax students as well as 
providing additional individual support to any student displaying disruptive 
behaviours.  Indeed, Gloria was observed providing individual guidance to a Year 3 
male student who had attended a Year 2 test preparation peer-tutored session using a 
Year 2 test preparation text.  She was also observed implementing deep breathing 
exercises for her students during test preparation sessions.  Gloria explained that her 
objective was to reduce potential stress, anxiety and behavioural disruption during 
actual NAPLAN testing, believing that undue stress may negatively impact on 
student NAPLAN performance. Gloria’s perceptions and challenges were not 
necessarily shared by CSS2’s Year 5 teacher, Pam. 
6.2.2 Year 5 – Pam 
Pam was teaching a NAPLAN tested year level for the first time although she 
had been teaching for 11 years. Her previous experiences included teaching in an all 
male enrolment school.  Her 2011 Year 5 class at CSS2 had 19 males and 11 girls.  
The following snapshot introduces Pam. 
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 Table 6.4 
Interview snapshot – Pam  
Time:  10
th
 February, 2011, 10:15am 
Purpose: Interview 
Participants: Pam and researcher 
Scenario: 
After gaining signed consent and conducting a morning session of observations in Pam’s 
classroom, she agreed to respond to the interview questions I had provided prior to my visit.  
Her students were attending a music lesson so Pam had some non-contact time.  Although 
she seemed comfortable about being interviewed straight away, we were both conscious that 
time would be limited to approximately 35 minutes.  I suggested that the interview be 
completed at a later date if we ran out of time. This proved unnecessary as Pam answered all 
questions without referring to any written prompts and did not feel the need for additional 
time. Her responses were precise and to the point.  When I prompted for more elaboration, 
Pam would add a brief final comment and then wait for my next question. 
 
Pam’s perceptions and beliefs of standardised assessment 
Pam claimed she was “not a big fan” of NAPLAN, preferring to place greater 
value on the “whole year of richness of what they (students) can do and show” rather 
than “base every opinion on those (NAPLAN) results.”  She also stated: 
 “I don’t feel pressure... I feel like I’ve got my own way and they (school 
 administrators) trust me to do what I can for the kids.”   
Pam’s comment regarding limited pressure and implied trust in her teaching practices 
is of major importance to this study into the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy, 
especially as CSS2’s 2010 Year 5 NAPLAN results fell below the Australian average 
range in reading, spelling and numeracy.  Nonetheless, Pam did not acknowledge any 
school administrator pressure to improve on these past, less than satisfactory, 
NAPLAN performances. CSS2 school administrators provided a degree of 
professional autonomy to teachers, like Pam, regarding NAPLAN test preparation 
requirements. How Pam utilised her autonomy to prepare her Year 5 students for 
testing is further reported in section 6.3.3.  
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In an era of education reform when Australia’s teaching profession is attracting 
increased scrutiny with pedagogic performance largely measured by NAPLAN 
results, teacher self-confidence and professional autonomy may prove difficult to 
maintain.  Of significance to this study into the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy is 
that Pam appeared to be avoiding potential negative impacts by acknowledging a 
degree of intellectual professionalism for her from CSS2 school administrators.  As 
mentioned in section 6.1.3, intellectual professionalism between administrators and 
teachers enhances positive attitudes within an education environment.  Arguably, this 
was an enhancing factor for Pam’s pedagogic practices as she conducted everyday 
and NAPLAN test preparation sessions within the context of her classroom.  
Although Pam did not raise concerns specific to NAPLAN testing, she did raise 
concerns regarding parent/carer scrutiny resulting from NAPLAN reporting. 
Pam’s perceived challenges 
Queensland parents/carers are encouraged to use NAPLAN scores as an 
indicator of overall school performance (Australian Curriculum Assessment and 
Reporting Authority, 2010c).  Pam acknowledged that she; 
“can see why parents like it (NAPLAN) but I also think that education has to 
happen there too – about how we take the (NAPLAN) results and use them.”   
As reported previously, in the context of CSS2, the utility and function of NAPLAN 
is to inform curriculum planning. The Australian Curriculum, Assessment and 
Reporting Authority (2010b) agree with this systemic use of NAPLAN results to 
review and inform literacy and numeracy goal setting and subsequent teaching 
programmes. Also suggested by the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and 
Reporting Authority (2010b) is that parents/carers should use their child’s individual 
NAPLAN scores to discuss academic progress with relevant teachers as well as to 
inform enrolment decision making. At the time of this study, Australian 
parents/carers have only experienced three years of NAPLAN test result reporting.  
Therefore, these important education stakeholders deserve an opportunity to gain 
greater in-depth knowledge of potential positive and negative effects of high-stakes 
testing within the context of their child’s educational setting. In so doing, 
parents/carers may have greater understanding of how their child’s NAPLAN 
performance can be influenced by many internal and external factors (McMillan, 
2008).   
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Academic testing, similar to NAPLAN, is proposed by McMillan (2008) to be 
influenced by internal factors including a student’s mood and motivation.  Pam 
acknowledged this, priding herself on her everyday practice of motivating students 
through recognition of; 
 “how they (students) do things and what they need to improve on and what 
they’re good at.” 
Pam’s pedagogic approach aimed to develop positive learner attitude and persistence 
in students.  Pam believed she achieved this by encouraging her students to 
personally identify what they “can do at the beginning of the lesson and what they 
know and do at the end, and praise how far they’ve come.  I encourage them to keep 
going when things get challenging.” However, she regarded development of student 
persistence leading up to 2011 NAPLAN testing as a “major challenge”.   
Pam identified a “core group” of students who preferred to quickly read test or 
task questions and write their initial response without reading or rereading to check 
understanding of task requirements. Specifically, Pam reported concern for: 
“The kids who don’t persist with reading.  Then there’s the top end (students) 
who should do really well but they don’t even bother to read the questions.  So 
there are challenges.” 
 To support development of persistence during test preparation Pam intended to 
encourage her students to “slow down” in an effort to “get them to pick out what do 
we need to know or what we have to do.  Not just glossing over it and writing the 
first answer done.”  As pointed out by McMillan (2008), teachers should encourage 
persistence in all students in efforts to minimise potential negative impacts on test 
scores. Of relevance to this study is how Pam specifically targeted development of 
student persistence during NAPLAN test preparation.  This is further reported in 
section 6.3.3.  Next introduced is Harris, whose Year 7 classroom is situated on the 
Year 7 to Year 12 secondary campus at CSS2. 
6.2.3 Year 7 – Harris 
Harris’ teaching career had spanned ten years. He previously taught Years 4 
and 5 at one of CSS2’s primary campuses until being relocated to the secondary 
campus in 2007 to teach Year 7. He and another teacher shared an open double 
teaching space and also shared the teaching; Harris taught mathematics to both 
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student groups while his colleague taught English.  Harris participated in this study’s 
pilot in 2010 and consented to continue in the 2011 study.  He requested that I not 
interview him until after he took an opportunity to attend a NAPLAN professional 
development session.  This resulted in his interview being the last to be completed at 
CSS2. 
Table 6.5 
Interview snapshot – Harris  
Time: 10:50 am, 18
th
 March, 2011 
Purpose: Interview 
Participants: Harris and researcher 
Scenario: 
When I arrived at Harris’ classroom, he suggested we go to another room to allow his 
colleague to use their shared teaching space exclusively, while his students were at a 
specialist lesson.  We went to CSS2’s staffroom but Harris seemed uncomfortable to have 
other staff members nearby while being interviewed.  He suggested we sit outside in a 
courtyard.  Harris had signed the consent form in 2010 so I took time to mention again that 
the interview would be recorded and transcribed with a summary emailed to him for 
checking.  He had his copy of the interview questions that I had provided a month 
previously.  I noticed there were no written notes on this copy. As I was about to begin 
Harris suggested I prompt him if he wasn’t answering the questions appropriately. He 
seemed a little nervous so I assured him that I anticipated that his responses would be as 
useful as they were in his 2010 interview. He answered all questions, providing elaboration 
on how he strove to support broader social, cultural and political influences impacting 
student learning potential.  Harris also shared past experiences regarding performance 
measurement strategies applied within a financial sector, proposing similar competitive 
effects were becoming evident within Australia’s education sector.   
 
Harris’ perceptions and beliefs of standardised assessment 
Stecher (2002) suggests a positive aspect of standardised assessment is that it 
can identify strengths and weaknesses in tested content so that teachers can redirect 
instruction. Overall, Harris appeared to share Stecher’s view of standardised testing.  
Specific to NAPLAN, he explained “I don’t mind it for having a look at the areas 
that children are weaker in or stronger.” Harris described how he had used past 
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results to identify student, curriculum and pedagogic areas of weakness.  He also 
reflected that past weaknesses in his everyday mathematics teaching and learning had 
largely resulted from insufficient access to necessary resources, particularly in the 
area of measurement.   
Harris regarded NAPLAN tests as “just one little aspect” of education. In 
colloquial terms, Harris suggested that NAPLAN provided “point in the sand 
information”. This infers that Harris regarded NAPLAN as just one indicator of 
student achievement. It also implied that Harris did not place increased value on 
NAPLAN above other fortnightly testing undertaken by his mathematics student 
groups. Harris also claimed that NAPLAN “doesn’t shape you (student) as a person. 
It is just one part of the big picture”. This suggests that Harris was avoiding any 
notion that his students could be academically recognised as successful or failing 
based on solely on NAPLAN test scores.  This was further evidenced during CSS2s 
focus group when Harris reflected that NAPLAN “does not define what they’re 
(student are) going to become in the future.” 
Finally, Harris believed that NAPLAN was “not going to shape me as a 
teacher” thereby suggesting that while he was conscious of possible NAPLAN 
influences, he had resolved to apply a range of pedagogies to his mathematics 
teaching. Therefore, like Pam in Year 5, Harris failed to acknowledge NAPLAN as a 
key impetus for shifting his pedagogic priorities.  In addition, Harris’ comments 
suggested a belief in his own autonomy and professionalism. This is a view which 
was initially discussed in section 6.1.3 and will be further elaborated at the end of 
this section.   
Harris’ challenges 
Overall, Harris displayed a positive attitude toward NAPLAN.  However, he 
raised five concerns regarding: 
1. the time allocated to test preparation 
2. student absenteeism and missed opportunities to prepare of testing 
3. student stress associated with preparation and testing 
4. parental pressure on their children arising from test performance 
5. performance-based pay for teachers. 
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Firstly, Harris, as a Year 7 teacher in an era of high-stakes testing reported that 
time recommended for NAPLAN testing preparation was a professional challenge.  
In particular, he was concerned about allocating sufficient time to implementing 
NAPLAN test preparation, which he regarded as additional to CSS2’s set curriculum.  
CSS2 had aligned its set curriculum with past NAPLAN and ICAS results (see 
section 6.1.1).  Harris explained; 
“you’re trying to do the right thing by the set curriculum, which is fine, but you 
don’t have enough time and kids might be away.  In the end these things impact 
on teaching time and what you’re doing.  You may not get as far as you would 
like.”   
Harris’ explanation provided insight into his decision to consider reasonable 
NAPLAN preparation time as two weeks prior to 2011 testing rather than the 
approximate six week timeframe advised by the Australian Curriculum, Assessment 
and Reporting Authority (2011a). Restricting test preparation to only two weeks 
appeared indicative of Harris’ reduced value of NAPLAN as an assessment tool 
compared with his fortnightly mathematics testing, mentioned earlier in this section. 
However, Harris’ decision to limit test preparation to two weeks prior to NAPLAN 
testing was also an influential factor regarding his concern for student absenteeism.  
The second concern raised by Harris related to students being absent during his 
two week test preparation period. He believed that student absenteeism during test 
preparation had resulted in his having to reteach specific numeracy test-taking and 
test-wise skills in efforts to ensure all students were adequately prepared for 
NAPLAN testing.  Harris suggested that this practice of reteaching test preparation 
skills tended to restrict opportunities to target a wider range of test-taking and test-
wise skill development. This had potential to impact on Harris’ students’ NAPLAN 
performance.  In particular, limited opportunity to engage in practicing test taking 
skills required to answer multiple choice questions may have negative effects on test 
performance. It also had potential to affect student stress levels during test 
preparation and testing which was Harris’ third concern.  
Shores and Shannon (2007) have identified a relationship between mathematic 
test scores and constructs including student self efficacy and stress levels. Harris 
acknowledged these by reflecting that he spent a lot of time attempting to reduce 
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academic potential stress during his fortnightly mathematics assessment. Harris 
described how he strove for: 
“Connection – especially with the kids that go – I suck at maths or I suck at 
English...you encourage them to just keep working at it.  It’s more to do with 
not having the kids stressed and connecting with them. We have a laugh about 
things.  It’s all about talking to them and connecting with them.” 
Harris’ aim to develop positive “connections” with his students is proposed within 
Productive Pedagogies to encourage students to become actively engaged in 
classroom activity, which increases their agency within the teaching-learning cycle 
(Queensland Department of Education Training and Employment, 2002).  
Harris was also conscious about competition within an educational 
environment. During an observation, Harris was overheard using a colloquial term 
“versing” as a way of encouraging his students to identify personal competitive 
behaviours. He used this term to encourage students to place personal emphasis on 
their own fortnightly mathematics development rather than measuring achievement 
through comparison with peers’ test scores. He also talked with his students “about 
keeping calm” as a way of reducing potential stress levels during testing procedures. 
Specific to NAPLAN testing, Harris discussed with his students “how stress affects 
the brain – it doesn’t think as well...Give it your best shot...How to overcome 
nerves”. After 2011 NAPLAN testing, Harris reflected that his students; 
 “weren’t stressed about it (NAPLAN); they just did it. We didn’t go nuts 
  about it. I told them to have a good sleep and be calm.”  
This indicated that Harris believed that where test-taking stress exists, it will have an 
impact on his students’ NAPLAN performance. Harris also believed there may be 
increasing parent/carer pressure on his students to perform successfully on these 
high-stakes tests. 
Queensland parents have been encouraged to view NAPLAN results as a 
valuable performance measure of their child’s literacy and numeracy achievements 
(Bligh, 2009).  Although Harris attempted to reduce student stress during fortnightly 
mathematics testing and NAPLAN test preparation, he raised concerns about how 
parents may be placing increasing pressure on their children to improve their literacy 
and numeracy academic performance. Harris acknowledged parents as key 
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stakeholders in their child’s education.  However, he was specifically concerned 
about the effects on student efficacy arising from parents/carers “always asking how 
they’re (students are) going at a subject. Kids don’t want that drama.” At the time of 
this study, the majority of Year 7 students in Queensland were 13 years of age and in 
the early adolescent phase. Frome and Eccles (1998) suggest that during adolescence, 
parent/carer perceptions of academic ability and effort have stronger influence on 
student’s own self-efficacy and attribution to learning than do academic grades.  To 
counteract parent/carer pressure, Australian teachers have a responsibility to support 
students to avoid any negative impacts that may arise from their NAPLAN 
performance.  Teachers also have a responsibility to counteract potential negative 
impacts arising from increased pedagogic competition as all Australian teachers 
strive to be acknowledged and paid as ‘quality’ pedagogues.  
The fifth concern raised by Harris related to performance-based pay for 
teachers.  He reflected on past experiences working in a financial sector to explain: 
“If Australian education decides to bring in links to salary from test results, 
they’re going to have to be careful.  What happens in finance is that you 
become very selective of where you’re going to go and work.  In education, 
you’ll get teachers being very selective of where they work all over Australia.  
So, it’s going to be difficult to get teachers to go to a place that’s got high 
needs because every time they put the testing up to say a school did poorly 
teachers and students are going to go “I busted myself to do my best”. Some 
schools will tell parents “sorry you’re not coming here” and that’s going to go 
against our ethos.” 
Australian teacher salaries are to be based on teaching performance indicators, which 
include student NAPLAN results (Australian Government Department of Education 
Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011).  Therefore, Australian teachers are 
increasingly facing the challenge of competing against each other to raise NAPLAN 
test scores in efforts to be acknowledged as ‘quality’ educators.  Performance-based 
pay for teachers is proposed by Sachs (2003) as having potential to increase 
competition to the extent that academic achievement becomes underpinned by a 
“teach-to-the-test syndrome” (p. 185).  Harris believed that all teachers are “trying 
their best to get the maximum for the (NAPLAN) testing for themselves and their 
students.” Specifically he believed that “competitive teachers are going to go – I 
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don’t want to wreck my career.” Harris’ infers that teachers may avoid schools where 
students perform at a lower level, or, where there are a significant number of students 
with learning difficulties/disability.   
As discussed in section 5.1.3 more pedagogic demands are being placed on 
teachers where less than satisfactory NAPLAN performance has occurred.  
Arguably, any additional incentive of higher pay for some teachers above others may 
mean that Harris’ prediction that schools may begin to select their student intake on 
the basis of more assurance of higher NAPLAN scores is a major concern.  
Australian teachers are teaching an increasingly diverse student population in schools 
experiencing unique geographic, social, economic and cultural influences.  These 
conditions have potential to impact both positively and negatively on student 
NAPLAN test preparation requirements and performance. Therefore, these 
conditions also need to be acknowledged and considered by the Australian Institute 
for Teaching and School Leadership (2011a) who have developed a framework for 
identifying quality teaching practices. If not, then judgements made about the quality 
of teaching throughout Australia may prove invalid.  
6.2.4 Discussion of CSS2 teacher participants’ perceptions, beliefs and 
challenges arising from NAPLAN 
As discussed in section 5.2.4, years of experience and exposure to NAPLAN 
invariably influence teachers’ perceptions. Gloria’s two years of teaching have been 
in NAPLAN tested year levels. Therefore, her lived experiences as a teacher have 
been influenced by NAPLAN testing requirements. Meanwhile, Pam, having taught 
for 11 years, was experiencing her first year of NAPLAN requirements.  She had 
minimal first-hand experience with NAPLAN to draw on as she began making 
pedagogic decisions leading up to 2011 NAPLAN preparation and testing.  Harris, a 
teacher for over 10 years, had taught Year 7 since NAPLAN testing began in 2008.  
These three teachers not only taught in different year levels but also had different 
past NAPLAN experiences. Nonetheless, they all had a positive attitude to a wider 
range of standardised testing, other than NAPLAN that they had implemented 
throughout their teaching careers.  In addition, these three teachers all perceived 
NAPLAN as having minimal relevance to their everyday teaching practices with 
each participant raising specific concerns.  The following themes are tabled to 
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encompass Gloria’s, Pam’s and Harris’ perceptions and beliefs of NAPLAN and its 
challenges leading up to NAPLAN 2011 testing. 
Table 6.6 
Case study site two: Teacher participants perceived NAPLAN influences on pedagogy 
Theme 
Gloria 
Year 3 
Pam 
Year 5 
Harris 
Year 7 
1. Implementing multiple assessments to inform 
teaching and learning. 
   
2. Teacher autonomy in an era of high-stakes 
testing 
   
3. NAPLAN test-taking and test-readiness skills 
development 
   
4. Management of student test stress    
5. Parent/carer influences on student learning    
6. Teacher salaries influenced by NAPLAN     
 
These themes are next discussed before each teacher’s intended and enacted 
everyday and test preparation practices are explored in section 6.3. 
Implementing multiple assessments to inform teaching and learning 
According to Black and Wiliam (2005), teachers should be encouraged to draw 
on multiple summative and formative assessment tasks to inform professional 
judgements regarding teaching and learning.  The utility and function of summative 
standardised ICAS and NAPLAN testing undertaken at CSS2 was to inform their 
“Phase of Learning: Teaching and Learning Framework” (The College, 2010a, 
2010b, 2010c) (see section 6.1.1).  
Specifically, Gloria was yet to undertake these standardised tests with her 2011 
Year 3 students so she had no opportunity to draw on current cohort results.  
Therefore, she scheduled multiple assessment tasks that were not practiced prior to 
their implementation with subsequent results specific to her current cohort.  
Although Pam’s Year 5 students had previously completed ICAS and NAPLAN 
testing, she failed to acknowledge that these past test results may be valuable to 
identifying her students’ current learning needs.  Pam preferred to draw on ongoing 
formative assessment throughout the year to determine student progress. Harris was 
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the exception at CCS2 as he used NAPLAN to inform his pedagogic practices 
leading up to NAPLAN testing.  However, he did stress that he regarded these tests 
as just one point in time snapshot of student academic achievement.  
A lack of acknowledgement of NAPLAN as a valuable assessment tool to 
inform teaching and learning diminished the stakes placed on these tests in these 
three classrooms at CSS2. As Black and Wiliam  (2005) point out, the current focus 
on education accountability measured through high-stakes test results, similar to 
NAPLAN, is producing unprecedented pressure on teachers to improve their 
pedagogic practices in efforts to improve education systems.   Therefore, there is a 
danger that if teachers such as Pam and Harris continue to reject any notion of 
pressure associated with NAPLAN they may provide less test preparation, which 
may negatively impact on their students’ NAPLAN results. Pedagogically, a keen 
distinction can be made between assisting students to be prepared for a single test 
and supplying expert instruction of the type that familiarises a student cohort as a 
collective body, with expectations to do well and to understand requirements.  
Indeed, Harris’ decision to restrict NAPLAN preparation to two weeks prior to 
testing had caused concern on the basis of student absenteeism in his two Year 7 
mathematics student groups (see section 6.2.3). Of import to this study’s question 
regarding the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy is how these teachers’ attitudes 
influenced their pedagogic practices during NAPLAN test preparation sessions 
compared with everyday practices. A diminished acknowledgement of the usefulness 
of NAPLAN as an assessment tool to inform teaching and learning may impact on all 
three teachers’ autonomy at this site, particularly if student NAPLAN results prove 
unsatisfactory.  
Teacher autonomy in an era of high-stakes testing  
Black and Wiliam (2005), and Apple (2001),  both suggest that in the context 
of national testing teachers are experiencing diminishing autonomy and a de-
professionalising of their professional role.  However, Pam perceived an implied 
trust from CSS2 school administrators in her ability to successfully educate her Year 
5 students.  In addition, Harris in Year 7 rejected any notion that his professional 
identity could be influenced by NAPLAN.  Therefore, these two teachers 
acknowledged a degree of teaching autonomy, provided by CSS2’s school 
administrator team, to prepare students for NAPLAN testing according to their own 
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teaching and learning perspectives without undue influence from test preparation 
advice from authorities. Teacher autonomy to prepare students for NAPLAN has 
been previously discussed in section 6.1.3 and will be further analysed in Chapter 7.  
Arguably, Pam’s and Harris’ acknowledgement of implied autonomy enhanced their 
perceptions of being regarded as teaching professionals at CSS2. These teachers’ 
perceptions that they were recognised as professionals is of major importance to this 
study into the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy and will therefore be further 
explored in section 6.3. Although Gloria, in Year 3 at CSS2, did not mention any 
potential for her pedagogy to be judged by her students’ NAPLAN performance, she 
raised specific concerns regarding NAPLAN preparation requirements for her Year 3 
student cohort. 
NAPLAN test-taking and test-readiness skill development 
Theorists take a range of views on test-taking and its preparation in classrooms.  
For example, Cotton (1995) and McMillan (2008) each support a degree of test-
taking and test-readiness skills development. On the other hand, Gipps (1994) 
regards implementation of test preparation, prior to formal examination, to be a form 
of ‘assessment pollution’ which she claims may result in unreliable test scores (see 
Table 2.4).  Gipps (1994) further proposes that although not intentionally narrowing 
curriculum and instruction, teachers may allocate additional time to test preparation 
at the expense of other subject areas. Gloria supported Gipps’ (1994) argument in 
that she questioned the appropriateness of additional time allocated to NAPLAN test 
preparation for Year 3 students. Her concerns centred on a notion that Year 3 
students require a whole term, if not more, of test preparation in efforts to develop 
the necessary test-taking and test-readiness skills required to undertake NAPLAN 
testing.  Due to past unsatisfactory Year 3 NAPLAN results at CSS2, it could be 
argued here that Gloria was under more pressure to raise Year 3 NAPLAN 
performance than Pam in Year 5 and Harris in Year 7.  Therefore, what pedagogic 
decisions Gloria made to prepare her Year 3 students for upcoming 2011 NAPLAN 
testing is significant to the study, explored further in the next section.  The study is 
also interested in Gloria’s pedagogic practices when implementing additional test 
preparation texts as a different approach to preparing her students for NAPLAN 
testing. 
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Additional site-based funding had been allocated to the purchasing of 
commercially produced NAPLAN related test preparation materials in Year 3 at 
CSS2. Clearly, test preparation was a financial priority in Gloria’s Year 3 classroom. 
As Luke and Woods (2008) point out, using high-stakes testing as an accountability 
measure on the teaching profession does not necessarily lead to more equitable 
outcomes.  How Gloria’s commercially produced stimulus materials impacted on her 
practices to improve student literacy and numeracy performance is of interest to this 
study’s question regarding the effects of NAPLAN test preparation on pedagogy.  
Such additional resourcing was not evident in Pam’s Year 5 or Harris’ Year 7 
classes.  However, both teachers had photocopied past tests so that all students were 
provided an individual copy.  Although Pam and Harris did not raise similar 
concerns about their students’ NAPLAN test-taking and test-readiness skills 
development, Harris was concerned about time constraints to implement CSS2’s set 
curriculum as well as NAPLAN preparation requirements.   
Time management was a major factor for Harris as he strove to implement 
CSS2’s Year 7 site-based mathematics curriculum as well as NAPLAN numeracy 
test preparation.  However, restricting test preparation to two weeks had resulted in 
absenteeism being a contributing factor negatively impacting on time management 
for Harris’ two Year 7 mathematics classes. Pam, on the other hand, believed her 
major challenge, as a Year 5 teacher, was to develop student persistence leading up 
to 2011 NAPLAN.  How these three teacher participants at CSS2 adjusted their 
practices to ensure site-based curriculum, and NAPLAN preparation were 
implemented effectively for all students is of import to this study. Gloria and Harris 
also raised the issue of managing student stress associated with high-stakes testing. 
Management of student test stress 
As outlined by McMillan (2008), internal error on test scores arising from 
“health, mood, motivation, test taking skills, anxiety, fatigue and general ability” (p. 
38) has positive and negative impacts on students during examination. Gloria’s 
practice of implementing deep breathing exercises during Year 3 test preparation 
sessions went some way to minimising potential negative effects of anxiety and 
stress on her students’ NAPLAN performance.  Similarly, Harris’ implementation of 
class discussions regarding potential negative effects of stress on the brain with his 
two Year 7 mathematics student groups may have a positive impact on their 
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NAPLAN performance.  This study is particularly interested in how these teachers 
faced the challenge of avoiding potential stress during everyday sessions compared 
with NAPLAN test preparation. Also of importance to this study is Pam’s and 
Harris’ concern regarding parent/carer influences on student learning. 
Parent/Carer influences on student learning 
This study acknowledges parents/carers as important stakeholders in their 
children’s learning.  It also acknowledges that, at the time of this study, Australian 
NAPLAN testing has only been conducted for the past three years.  Therefore, other 
than information provided on the “My School” website (Australian Curriculum 
Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c), it could be argued that little has been 
done in the way in which parents/carers are prepared for and understand the role of 
national testing in the larger scheme of their child’s education. Internationally, 
Phelps (1998) argues that the USA general public support standardised assessment 
and have favoured the practice of teaching to the test.  Within the context of 
Queensland, Australia, Pam’s suggestion that parents/carers should gain NAPLAN 
education places emphasis on the need to educate these key education stakeholders 
regarding both positive and negative effects of large scale, high-stakes standardised 
assessment.  Indeed, Luke and Woods (2008) suggest Australian parents should be 
made aware of the negative impacts of standardised testing systems in countries like 
the USA and UK who have implemented similar tests to NAPLAN for over 30 years.  
Specific to Harris was his concern about parent/carer pressure on their children 
arising from test performance. 
NAPLAN test performance highlights academic achievement and failure at a 
national level. According to Pendergast, Chadbourne and Danby (2009), this practice 
is particularly concerning during adolescence when the “gap between those with and 
without special support needs generally widens academically, socially, physically 
and emotionally” (p. 279).  Overall, parent/carer perceptions of students’ academic 
ability and effort resulting from NAPLAN test scores have potential to have positive 
impacts when results are satisfactory and negative impacts when results prove 
unsatisfactory. Harris’ concerns regarding his Year 7 parents’/carers’ use of 
NAPLAN results is interesting as it may have impacted his test preparation practices. 
Similar negative and positive impacts on teachers may also occur as a result of 
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determining teacher salaries based on, among other indicators, student NAPLAN 
results.   
Teacher salaries influenced by NAPLAN  
One impact of standardised assessment suggested by Stecher (2002) is that it 
can encourage teachers and students to work harder as they strive to improve test 
scores.  Harris, a Year 7 teacher at CSS2, believed teachers may avoid teaching in 
unsatisfactory NAPLAN performing schools, or that less competent students may be 
restricted from enrolling at some schools. These potential actions, arising from the 
effect of NAPLAN on teaching, may prove a major concern for Australian education 
systems over coming years. Specifically, Queensland teachers may be expending 
increased pedagogic focus toward NAPLAN, which may prove ineffective to 
improving teaching and learning for all students in increasingly diverse education 
settings in the long term.  Harris’ predictions of long term effects of NAPLAN on 
teacher choices are noteworthy. The import of such a potentially competitive 
teaching environment is that it may prove to be an additional influential factor for 
interpreting the effects of NAPLAN on teachers’ everyday practices compared with 
NAPLAN testing preparation.    
This section reported and discussed Gloria, Pam and Harris’ perceptions and 
beliefs of standardised assessment.  It delved into these teachers’ perceived value of 
NAPLAN and challenges being faced as they prepare their students for NAPLAN 
testing.  The next section explores Gloria’s, Pam’s and Harris’ intended and enacted 
everyday practices compared with their NAPLAN test preparation practices.  Similar 
to CSS1, Holton and Clarke’s (2006) sociocultural pedagogic framework is drawn on 
to provide a theoretical foundation for reporting and discussing how these teachers 
may be adjusting their expert, reciprocal and self-scaffolded teaching and learning 
practices leading up to 2011 NAPLAN testing.  
6.3 TEACHER INTENDED AND ENACTED PRE-NAPLAN PRACTICES 
At the time of this study in 2011, Australian teachers are working in an era of 
education reform with their performance largely measured by NAPLAN test scores. 
It is within this context and the context of CSS2, outlined in section 6.1, that Gloria, 
Pam and Harris perform their daily teaching duties. In addition to contextual factors, 
these three teachers’ pedagogic practices are also influenced by their perceptions and 
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beliefs regarding the utility and function of NAPLAN, outlined in section 6.2. This 
section 6.3 reports and discusses these three teachers’ intended and enacted everyday 
practices compared with their NAPLAN test preparation sessions. Gloria in Year 3 is 
reported and discussed first, followed by Pam in Year 5 and then Harris in Year 7. 
Each teacher is reported separately with a discussion of major themes arising from 
their enacted and intended pedagogic practices concluding each report.  
6.3.1 Year 3 
Gloria had been teaching for two years, both in NAPLAN year levels. Her 
profile in section 6.2.1 reports her concerns for NAPLAN test preparation, which she 
regarded as an inappropriate pedagogic practice.  In particular, Gloria inferred that 
Year 3 test preparation at CSS2 was being undertaken for a whole Queensland school 
calendar term, if not more. Gloria regarded test preparation as a “massive” challenge, 
which could negatively impact on her students’ behaviour and stress levels.  She also 
raised concern regarding financial costs associated with resourcing test preparation.  
Gloria was under pressure to improve on past, less than satisfactory Year 3 
NAPLAN results at CSS2 and was therefore doing whatever she felt necessary to 
prepare her Year 3 students for 2011 NAPLAN testing. 
Holton and Clarke (2006) suggest that initial expert instruction provides an 
opportunity for students to develop basic knowledge and skills which can later be 
applied to more complex tasks undertaken during reciprocal groupwork or self-
scaffolded learning.  Gloria appeared to support this pedagogic approach by 
providing expert literacy and numeracy teaching instruction followed by 
academically streamed ability groupwork. She explained how she provides initial 
expert instruction on a specific concept before students are required to 
collaboratively complete allocated tasks. Gloria was observed implementing this 
pedagogic approach during everyday literacy sessions, illustrated in the following 
snapshot.   
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Table 6.7 
Gloria – Literacy groupwork observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 3 March, 2011, 9:00 am – 9:30 am 
Purpose: Literacy groupwork 
Participants: Gloria, Year 3 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Gloria instructed and modelled new literacy concepts as well as encouraged students to draw 
on prior knowledge of familiar concepts during whole class discussion sessions.  Students 
then moved to sit in ability streamed literacy groups and either collaboratively or 
independently completed tasks for 80 percent of the session.  Gloria provided additional 
expert instruction and modelling for a group of students whom she had identified as less 
competent, in an effort to guide them toward collaborative or self-scaffolded learning. 
Meanwhile, she verbally encouraged more competent groups to collaborate or self-scaffold 
by working independently. Once Gloria’s less competent Year 3 students displayed 
increased competency, she left the group and provided individual guidance to other students 
in her class, regardless of ability, on a regular basis. 
 
According to James (2006), a pedagogic approach, similar to Gloria’s every practices 
described above, encourages all students to develop from novices to experts. 
Encouraging students to develop into independent experts is suggested by Caram and 
Davis (2005) to be supported through the use of open-ended questioning aimed at 
probing cognitive development. The next snapshot captured Gloria as she initially 
probed students’ prior knowledge of editing using an open-ended question, then 
regularly adjusted her pedagogy to support individual student needs as they strove to 
become independent learners.   
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Table 6.8 
Gloria – Literacy genre writing observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 3 March, 2011, 11:37 am – 12:12 pm 
Purpose: Literacy writing session (Writers Workshop) 
Participants: Gloria, Year 3 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Gloria used an open-ended question “What can we do to improve our writing” to encourage 
students to share prior knowledge of proofreading and editing.  Gloria modelled editing 
techniques on a classroom whiteboard as students shared their knowledge.  She then 
requested students proofread and edit their previously written personal choice writing piece.  
For the remaining 83 percent of this session, Gloria slowly moved from group to group, 
adjusting her pedagogy from expert instruction and modelling to reciprocal guidance, 
dependent on individual student needs.  Her verbal praise targeted individual student effort. 
Gloria provided on-task management for individual students when necessary. As the session 
progressed, students increased their control of learning as they strove to complete editing 
requirements independently. 
 
Gloria’s pedagogic approach of initially probing students’ prior knowledge followed 
by individual “one on one” instruction, modelling and guidance provided scaffolding 
for students to become self-scaffolded learners.   
During multiple numeracy classroom observations of Gloria’s everyday 
practices, she also used open-ended questions such as “How did you do it?”, “What 
do you need to do?”, “What can you use to help you?” when probing individual 
students to display their developing knowledge and understanding of subtraction. 
The following numeracy snapshot captured Gloria’s open-ended questioning 
technique and pedagogic strategies aimed at encouraging collaborative activity. 
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Table 6.9 
Gloria – Numeracy observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 19 April, 2011, 9:50 am – 10:25 am 
Purpose: Numeracy – subtraction session 
Participants: Gloria, Year 3 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Gloria asked “What does subtraction mean?” to encourage students to share their prior 
knowledge.  She then modelled horizontal and vertical subtraction formats on a classroom 
whiteboard. Next, Gloria used an open-ended question “How did you work out your 
answer?” to encourage students to describe alternative strategies.  She then asked “What 
could you use around the room to work out your subtraction?” Students identified items such 
as a classroom clock, metre ruler, number chart and counters.  When a male student 
mentioned that he intended to use his brain, Gloria suggested that all students attempt mental 
computation when checking their subtraction answers on a given subtraction worksheet.  
Gloria stated, “Ask three people before you ask me.” to encourage students to collaborate in 
their groups. Gloria provided additional expert instruction and modelling for two male 
students before moving from group to group, encouraging students to verbally explain their 
applied knowledge and skills regarding subtraction strategies. 46 percent of this session was 
reflective of guided participation followed by 20 percent of Gloria frequently adjusting her 
pedagogy from expert to reciprocal in an effort to support individual student needs. Regular 
verbal praise targeting group effort was provided throughout session.  During a follow-up 
marking session Gloria encouraged students to act as expert, describing their applied 
subtraction knowledge and skills while she provided elaborations through modelling of 
applied strategies on a classroom whiteboard. 
 
Guided participation and regular opportunity for Gloria to adjust her teaching 
strategies in efforts to support individual students and small groups appeared to be an 
important pedagogic focus during her everyday numeracy sessions. 
Of particular significance to this study is that Gloria believed NAPLAN test 
preparation was restricting her everyday literacy and numeracy practices. She 
described her test preparation as “more explicit teaching I guess than what I would 
like to do.” Gloria explained there was: 
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“a lot of wasted time actually teaching them (students) how to answer a 
 question... how to fill in a box...how to colour that bubble...we need to spend a 
lot of time reading instructions, understating instructions.”   
Time allocated to preparing students for standardised assessment can result in 
teachers becoming increasingly burdened to target tested content (Pringle & Martin, 
2005; Stecher, et al., 2000). When NAPLAN specific preparation began in Gloria’s 
Year 3 classroom, such a burden became apparent.  Instead of Gloria’s observed 
everyday practice of dedicating 60-80 percent of time to small group or individual 
guidance, during observed NAPLAN literacy and numeracy test preparation sessions 
Gloria spent this same amount of time acting as expert.  The following snapshot 
captured Gloria as she strove to support students during a numeracy test preparation 
session. 
Table 6.10 
Gloria – NAPLAN numeracy test preparation observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 8 March, 2011, 11:51am – 12:30 pm 
Purpose: NAPLAN numeracy test preparation 
Participants: Gloria, Year 3 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Gloria handed out 2003 Queensland state-based numeracy test papers.  Some students 
enquired whether they were NAPLAN tests.  Gloria stated they were not, and that she would 
inform them when NAPLAN testing was to occur.  She then encouraged the students, in 
particular one male student, to undertake deep breathing exercises.  Gloria began expertly 
modelling test-taking skills as a whole class expert instruction as well as providing a small 
degree of individual guidance.  Targeted skills included appropriate opening and positioning 
of test papers on desks, the importance of carefully reading instructions, questions and 
subsequent multiple choice answers.  Gloria also modelled correct measuring procedures 
when using a ruler as required by a specific test question.  She requested students not to 
verbally call out their answers and suggested they check correctness of colouring answer 
bubbles.  This initial expert instruction lasted for 36 percent of the session and ended with 
Gloria mumbling to herself “what a nightmare” when it became evident students were quite 
confused.  Gloria quickly made a decision for students to work in pairs and collaborate while 
sharing an alternate test paper.  This provided the opportunity for Gloria and her students to 
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socially discuss and at times argue over developing test-taking skills as well as 
appropriateness of mathematical strategies when applied to specific questions.  Gloria 
remained as expert for 41 percent of the remainder of the session, restricting collaborative 
teaching and learning to 23 percent of the entire session. 
 
A similar pedagogic approach was also applied during observed literacy test 
preparation sessions. Gloria expertly instructed the whole class on how to 
comprehend and eliminate questions as well as the strategies of rereading, skim 
reading and looking for inferences.  Note taking was also considered a useful test-
taking strategy However, as captured in the following snapshot, Gloria’s Year 3 
students displayed minimal knowledge and skills required to complete multiple 
choice literacy questions. Therefore, Gloria provided additional expert instruction 
and modelling for the whole class as well as for individual students. 
Table 6.11 
Gloria – Literacy test preparation observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 8 March, 2011, 11:25 am – 11:51am 
Purpose: Literacy test preparation booklet 
Participants: Gloria, Year 3 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
For 65 percent of this lesson Gloria stood at front of class as expert instructor, controlling the 
way in which students received and responded to information.  She requested students take 
out their test preparation booklet and turn to page 26.  Gloria called on individual students to 
read the text on this page aloud. She used open ended questioning “What does that passage 
mean?” and closed questioning “What does (a specific word) mean?” to check 
comprehension then verbalised elaboration of content knowledge regarding echidnas. Gloria 
moved slowly around the room checking that students were following along with the reader.  
Once the passage had been read aloud Gloria began explaining and modelling the “process 
of elimination that we can use on NAPLAN”.  She used closed questions such as “Hands up 
who thinks it’s A?” targeted at identifying the correct multiple choice answer. Gloria then 
explicitly explained and modelled “skim reading” and talked about “inferred meaning in the 
text.” Students read questions one to five independently in silence.  When students appeared 
confused Gloria modelled how to eliminate two questions and elaborated on what each 
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question was actually asking. Gloria then requested students complete questions six to ten 
independently.  For the next 34 percent of this session Gloria moved slowly around the 
room, providing individual assistance while checking on student progress and accuracy of 
answers. It became apparent that many students were struggling to comprehend what each 
question was targeting. Therefore, Gloria frequently provided additional expert instruction 
and modelling to individual students. Her verbal praise targeted students who were 
independently rereading the passage to locate or check answers.  Praise was also given to 
early finishers who began independently reading a book they had retrieved from their desk.  
During the marking session Gloria called out correct answers while students silently marked 
their own work.  Verbal praise and acclamation targeted the few students who got 10/10.  
Gloria concluded by discussing the strategies of rereading and applying contextual 
knowledge of text content. 
 
The overall effect of NAPLAN test preparation in this Year 3 class appeared to 
restrict Gloria’s pedagogy to expert instruction of basic procedural test-taking and 
test-readiness skills in efforts to develop knowledge upon which students can build. 
When students are faced with difficulties, Murphy (2008a) suggests that social 
communication enhances thinking and conceptual understanding. Year 3 students 
have minimal prior knowledge to draw upon when discussing and preparing for 
NAPLAN. Gloria acknowledged this, stating “these kids have never done NAPLAN.”  
Therefore, her increased expert instruction of test-taking skills and strategies are 
arguably necessary as she prepared her students for upcoming 2011 testing.  
Nonetheless, there was some evidence of Gloria striving for collaborative teaching 
and learning during test preparation (see Table 6.10).  Her efforts provided some 
opportunity for students to socially talk about and discuss developing test-taking 
skills.  In addition, a shift towards increased expert instruction for longer periods 
occurred with Gloria increasingly emphasising the correctness of test answers 
compared with her everyday motivational practices. 
During everyday collaborative streamed ability groupwork, Gloria was 
observed regularly encouraging a trajectory of learning toward student self-
scaffolding (Holton & Clarke, 2006).  This was invariably achieved through Gloria’s 
regular and consistent use of extrinsic motivators such as a whole class “marble jar” 
and a “happy flower” as well as individual student stars and booklets for collection of 
stamps and stickers.  Gloria was also overheard frequently providing whole class and 
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individual verbal praise when students displayed personal effort to complete tasks, 
regardless of academic achievement.  Although Gloria maintained these everyday 
motivational incentives during NAPLAN preparation sessions, she increasingly 
began giving verbal praise for correct answers rather than personal effort.  In an era 
of high-stakes testing, motivating students to improve NAPLAN test performance is 
apparently becoming increasingly evident.  
6.3.2 Discussion of Gloria’s pedagogic practices 
Streamed ability grouping, similar to Gloria’s everyday grouping allocation, 
has been discussed previously in section 5.3.2.  Hallam, Ireson, Lister, Andon, 
Chaudhury and Davies (2003) suggest that this style of student grouping is quite 
common for literacy and numeracy education, particularly as students progress to 
higher year levels.  When students are placed in ability groups, higher achievers tend 
to be provided with higher level activities while less competent students are given 
lower level activities (Boaler, et al., 2008).  This potentially restricts the opportunity 
for higher achievers to act as experts for lower achieving students who invariably 
benefit from more competent peer collaboration.  In addition, labelling students as 
successors or failures reflective of their group allocation tends to occur.  Gloria 
attempted to avoid these negative impacts by providing individual guidance for all of 
her Year 3 students, regardless of ability. 
Gloria was observed providing individual guidance to each student on a regular 
basis.  According to James (2006), this approach places particular emphasis on how 
individual student knowledge is constructed toward making meaning through the 
development of mental models which represent structures, concepts and principles.  
In addition to everyday individual guidance, Gloria also implemented whole class 
expert instruction, collaborative groupwork, and encouraged students toward self-
scaffolding which is described by Holton and Clarke (2006) as a scaffolded 
pedagogic approach.  Gloria’s use of open-ended questioning is proposed by Carram 
and Davis (2005) to support student cognitive development in that it is helpful 
toward formatively evaluating each student’s cognitive development.  A teacher can 
then adjust curriculum to suit individual student needs.  Gloria drew on this style of 
formative evaluation as well as analyses of various summative tests to identify 
individual student learning needs.  Gloria also drew on her questioning technique and 
assessment analyses to inform her NAPLAN test preparation requirements.   
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Test-taking skills, among others, have been regarded as essential test 
preparation requirements as they “allow students to maximise their performance by 
not being distracted by format or approach” (McMillan, 2008, p. 58).  However, if 
test preparation requirements exceed students’ current knowledge and skills, then 
teachers may feel a responsibility to explicitly model each strategy. Gloria 
acknowledged that her Year 3 students lacked cognitive knowledge and 
understanding of standardised test procedures associated with NAPLAN.  Therefore, 
she intentionally increased the amount of time allocated to expert instruction of basic 
skills required to undertake NAPLAN testing.   
Gloria’s inference of an extended period of time required for Year 3 test-taking 
and test-wise skills development, reported in section 6.2.1, coupled with her enacted 
pedagogic shift toward increased expert instruction of basic test-taking skills is of 
major significance to this study into the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy. Arguably, 
Gloria strove to expertly teach tested content and model procedural strategies in 
preparation for NAPLAN testing and she was prepared to do so for a whole term, or 
longer.  Broadfoot (1996) describes this pedagogic shift for prolonged periods as 
“measurement-driven instruction”, which focuses on specific tested content and 
skills targeted toward raising high-stakes test scores. Gloria’s NAPLAN test 
preparation was supported by the use of both specific and similar commercially 
produced test material resources.   
As mentioned previously in section 6.2.1, half of Gloria’s classroom budget 
had been allocated to the purchasing of three levels of test preparation related text 
books. Gloria described her implementation of these test preparation stimuli as 
reducing test-taking skills development to filling in answer boxes and colouring 
answer bubbles.  Such trivialisation of lesson content is cautioned by McNeil and 
Valenzuela (2000), and Au (2007), who all suggest that teachers risk becoming 
deskilled in other subject areas as they become increasingly influenced by a test-
driven curriculum.  Additionally, motivation may become targeted toward test score 
performance.  
Teachers invariably implement extrinsic motivators to encourage students 
toward achieving self-scaffolding which in turn increases intrinsic motivation for 
learning.  Gloria was observed to use varied incentives to motivate her students to 
actively engage in learning. Of relevance to this study is that, during Gloria’s 
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NAPLAN preparation sessions, there was evidence of a shift in verbal praise toward 
correct colouring of bubbles and application of basic test-taking skills. This is a 
common practice according to Jarvis, Holford and Griffin (2004) who propose that 
teaching becomes focused toward encouraging students to display content or skills 
correctness.  However, a challenge may lie in motivating students who display 
learning difficulties, particularly if Gloria is to avoid potential test score errors 
arising from external factors such as student stress or anxiety during NAPLAN 
testing.  To further explore the effects of NAPLAN test preparation on pedagogy at 
CSS2, Pam in Year 5 is next reported and discussed. 
6.3.3 Year 5 
Pam, a teacher with 11 years experience, was experiencing her first year 
teaching a NAPLAN tested class.  This may have influenced her limited value for 
NAPLAN as an assessment tool to inform everyday practices.  Pam perceived there 
was implied administrative trust in her pedagogic efficiency and appeared 
unconcerned about any potential to be professionally judged based on her students’ 
NAPLAN results. Her main concerns were targeted more to the education of 
parents/carers regarding positive and negative impacts of NAPLAN testing.  Pam 
was also concerned about developing persistence in all her students as she scaffolded 
learning based on their prior knowledge. 
According to Holton and Clarke (2006), scaffolding of learning recognises the 
importance of building on students’ prior knowledge before a teacher or more 
competent peer guides learning toward new knowledge and skills.  This pedagogic 
approach was evident in Pam’s everyday classroom learning environment, wherein 
she and her students actively shared teaching and learning. Pam described her 
everyday practice as: 
“...the beginning of the lesson is a modelling and deconstructing task and then 
it’s “go away and have a go yourself” and then it’s a bringing back together at 
the end – what have we learned and what do we need to do more of.”  
Pam was observed to begin these everyday literacy and numeracy sessions with 
opened-ended questioning such as “Explain in your own words how to...? What do 
we know already? How did you find your answer?  Why does the strategy work?” to 
encourage students to discuss their prior knowledge of a specific topic, concept or 
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strategy. The following snapshot specifically captured Pam’s teaching methods 
during an observed everyday numeracy session. 
Table 6.12 
Pam – Numeracy session observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 10
th
  February, 2011, 9:15 am – 9:53 am 
Purpose: Numeracy session 
Participants: Pam, Year 5 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Pam began by encouraging students to verbalise their prior knowledge of place value. This 
lasted for 18 percent of the lesson. Pam followed whole class discussion by providing expert 
instruction for upcoming task requirements before students began to collaborate in mixed 
gender and mixed ability groups.  Pam then invited students who sought additional expert 
instruction to work in a group at the front of the class, close to her and the whiteboard, where 
she rephrased her instructions and expertly modelled task requirements.  Pam frequently 
called upon these students to share their developing content knowledge, understanding and 
possible strategies to overcome problem situations with the whole group or a neighbouring 
peer within the group.  As these students began to display independent competency, Pam 
moved away and began to provide guidance for other individuals and groups, consistently 
encouraging conversation regarding the topic or concept under investigation. These 
conversations encouraged students to display their evolving knowledge and skills, further 
internalising their learning. 
 
Pam adopted a similar pedagogic approach during multiple observed literacy 
sessions which included persuasive writing, letter writing and a lesson focussed on 
synonyms. The following snapshot illustrates Pam’s pedagogic approach during a 
persuasive writing session. 
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Table 6.13 
Pam – Literacy persuasive writing observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 10 March, 2011, 12:12 pm – 1:00 pm 
Purpose: Literacy persuasive writing session 
Participants: Pam, Year 5 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Pam used open-ended questioning “how are you going to convince me of the best place to 
visit” to encourage students to share prior knowledge of their favourite holiday destination.  
Pam shared a personal holiday experience and students joined in discussion. Students shared 
their prior knowledge with peers then took turns with Pam to act as expert, attempting to 
convince peers to travel to their favourite destination. Pam then provided explicit instructions 
regarding students’ completion of a written persuasive text and encouraged them to work in 
pairs. Pam invited students who felt they required more explicit instruction to join her in a 
small group.  Nine students moved to front of the classroom. Pam regularly adjusted her 
pedagogy from expert to reciprocal to suit individual student needs in this group.  She 
modelled persuasive writing on a classroom blackboard and encouraged her small group of 
students to work with a partner.  When these students displayed greater understanding of task 
requirements, Pam began moving slowly around the room, adjusting her pedagogy to suit 
individual needs of students as they worked collaboratively with a peer.  She discussed the 
“need to include an introduction, argument and conclusion” then encouraged students to 
work independently to complete their writing task.  Most students did so.  Pam returned to 
her group seated on the carpet and continued to provide addition expert instruction. She then 
encouraged these nine students to complete their persuasive writing task independently at 
their desks.  Pam moved around room providing conferencing and verbal praise.  Student 
appeared actively engaged in completing their writing task.  Some students continued to 
collaborate while others displayed independent competency. For the last 16 minutes of this 
session, Pam invited individual students to share their persuasive writing.  She placed a chair 
at the front of the class, referring to it as “the hot seat”. As individual students sat on the 
“hot seat” and shared their work the classroom environment became jovial with lots of 
laughter.  Pam often joined in the laughter and provided verbal praise targeted at individual 
efforts. 
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An important point to make here is that persuasive genre writing is expected 
in NAPLAN testing.  Therefore, Pam had intentionally focussed on NAPLAN 
writing requirements during her everyday genre writing sessions. During CSS2s 
focus group discussion Pam reflected; 
 “I probably inadvertently put more emphasis on persuasive writing because 
we know the (NAPLAN) genre; we know a little bit more about the task.”  
 Overall, Pam’s observed everyday literacy and numeracy practices closely reflect 
Holton and Clarke’s (2006) description of a scaffolded approach to teaching and 
learning. As students moved toward self-scaffolding of learning, independent 
competency became enhanced through opportunities to display developing expertise.  
Pam achieved this by culminating her everyday literacy and numeracy sessions with 
opportunities for students to share learning with the class.  She called on students to 
act as experts whereby they visually displayed completed tasks and talked about their 
strategy application. Pam provided additional explanations regarding group and 
independent strategies which could further assist competency. Within this scaffolded 
learning environment, Pam was required to prepare students for NAPLAN testing.   
The power of pedagogy is suggested by Alexander (2008) to be reflected 
through positive interactions between teachers and students as they participate in 
culturally and socially supportive activities.  When asked if NAPLAN preparation 
would affect her everyday practices, Pam claimed “for someone who’s none the 
wiser, if they came into my room, they shouldn’t know the difference.” Indeed, this 
was largely the case during observed sessions that Pam regarded as NAPLAN test 
preparation. The following two snapshots captured Pam as she enacted test 
preparation sessions leading up to 2011 NAPLAN testing. 
Table 6.14 
Pam – NAPLAN literacy test preparation observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 10 March, 2011, 9:07 am – 9:53 am 
Purpose: NAPLAN literacy test preparation 
Participants: Pam, Year 5 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Pam wrote a spelling focussed homophone question from a past state-based standardised test 
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on the board which she had altered slightly to better reflect a real life context. She provided 
initial expert instruction before calling on students to verbally share their prior knowledge.  
Pam discussed elimination of possible answers. She referred to a current Australian 
television quiz programme “Who wants to be a Millionaire?” as an example of answer 
elimination. Students began substantive conversation about this programme and an 
increasing personal interest in homophones resulting in Pam shifting the lesson focus away 
from specific standardised test questions to a group activity on homophones.   
 
Pam later mentioned that this particular test preparation session was initially 
planned to focus on ten past Queensland state-based standardised test questions but, 
as students displayed particular interest in homophones, she shifted her lesson focus 
to optimise student interest.  Although elimination of possible answers is identified 
by McMillan (2008) as a necessary test-taking skill, Pam’s use of substantive 
conversation connected students to the lesson topic which she then used to directly 
build upon their personal experiences (Queensland Department of Education 
Training and Employment, 2002).  When learning is personalised to reflect real life 
situations and interests, Wiggins and McTighe (2006) argue that teaching becomes 
more effective due to increased student interest.  Increased student interest in Pam’s 
Year 5 classroom was also evident during the following numeracy test preparation 
session. 
Table 6.15 
Pam – NAPLAN numeracy test preparation observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 10 March, 2011, 11:28 am – 12:39 pm 
Purpose: NAPLAN numeracy test preparation 
Participants: Pam, Year 5 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Pam scribed on the board a three question strategy, “What do we know?  What do we need to 
know? How will we find out?”  She provided verbal elaboration and expert modelling before 
requesting students to work independently or as a group on a task card requiring 
mathematical problem solving.  Pam then moved slowly around the groups providing 
individuals with expert instruction or guidance using open-ended questioning such as: “What 
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are you doing?  Why?  How does it help you?”  The session progressed to group 
collaboration where students began sharing their applied procedural knowledge.  The 
classroom environment became socially active as students increasingly interacted with peers 
and Pam.  Pam generally discussed a need for prior knowledge to understand the context of a 
question as well as the importance of recording mathematical procedures on paper.  She 
called on individual students to act as experts, displaying their applied procedural knowledge 
as each task was completed.  Pam mentioned to the class the importance of rereading 
questions to gain greater meaning.  She provided an opportunity for students to share and 
discuss alternative methods and differing viewpoints. The session culminated in students 
verbalising and displaying their applied procedural strategy for whole class discussion.  Pam 
acted as scribe and continued to use open-ended questioning to probe students’ knowledge 
and skills development. 
 
The only slight pedagogic change evident during this numeracy test preparation 
session and other observed everyday numeracy sessions was that Pam provided 
initial expert instruction before calling on students to discuss their prior knowledge. 
Pam later mentioned that she had suspected the strategy of applying three questions 
to problem solving tasks was new to her Year 5 students, therefore prior knowledge 
was not initially probed.  This clearly indicated the importance of identifying and 
building on prior knowledge in Pam’s pedagogic approach to teaching and learning.   
Of import to this study’s focus on the effect of NAPLAN on collaborative 
teaching and learning is that, throughout literacy and numeracy test preparation, there 
was minimal pedagogic change evident from Pam’s everyday practices. Murphy 
(2008a) claims that essential for student learning is the provision of authentic tasks 
and tools that reflect a classroom culture in which knowledge and skills are socially 
shared and developed.  Although Pam had copies of previous state-based and 
NAPLAN test materials, she explained her preference for test preparation to be 
“embedded in the normal resources I use.” Pam’s pedagogic strategy of modifying 
past standardised assessment tools that were not specifically NAPLAN, allowed test 
preparation to be delivered in a manner that increased student interest.  Pam also 
maintained her everyday scaffolded pedagogic practices that were reflective of those 
proposed by Holton and Clarke (2006).  She consistently adjusted her pedagogy from 
expert to reciprocal methods and encouraged students to self-monitor and regulate 
their developing strengths and areas of weakness in literacy and numeracy.  
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Self-monitoring and self-regulation are regarded by James (2006) as valuable 
skills required for students to take control of their own learning.  Self-regulation is 
similar to self-scaffolding as when both these skills develop, student agency 
increases. Pam acknowledged development of these skills as the most important 
aspect of her pedagogic approach (see section 6.2.2). This pedagogic approach 
encourages learning to be determined by the learner within the context of enacted 
curriculum. Eccles and Wigfield (2002) suggest that it also encourages students to 
identify personal progress through the establishment of personal goals.  
Promoting student progress and goal achievement is proposed by Eccles and 
Wigfield  (2002) to increase intrinsic motivation toward learning.  Pam promoted this 
by beginning her everyday sessions with students sharing their prior knowledge and 
concluding sessions with a sharing and praising of student progress. Similar to this 
everyday practice, during NAPLAN preparation, Pam strove to provide consistency 
in her motivational approach. She explained that specific to NAPLAN test 
preparation she was intending to maintain; 
“a casual approach.  You (student) know you’ll do the best you can. It’s just 
 always encouraging them to try their best at anything they do, not just that 
test.” 
Her consistent use of motivational strategies during everyday and NAPLAN 
preparation sessions targeting student effort and progress is suggested by Dweck 
(2009) to promote concentration and persistence.  Therefore, this may have been an 
approach adopted by Pam to target her concerns regarding student persistence 
development (see section 6.2.2). During CSS2s focus group discussion Pam 
reflected: 
“I didn’t say it’s this massive test; it’s just another day.  They (students) were 
all calm. We didn’t have any problems at all.  Our kids did really, really well.  
I was excited that even the kids who expressed that NAPLAN isn’t their thing 
had a go. I honestly think it’s because of my attitude that they weren’t 
stressed.”   
Indeed, Pam’s focus on developing persistence and her calm approach to NAPLAN 
testing may have been an influential factor on her Year 5 students’ satisfactory 
performance on 2011 NAPLAN. 
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6.3.4 Comparison between Pam’s and Gloria’s pedagogic practices  
Unlike Gloria’s pedagogic shift to increased expert instruction for longer 
periods in efforts to prepare her Year 3 students for NAPLAN testing, Pam, 
experiencing her first NAPLAN tested year level, intended not to change her 
everyday pedagogic practices when undertaking NAPLAN test preparation in Year 5.  
Indeed, of major significance to this study is that there was very minimal observed 
difference in Pam’s pedagogy during everyday sessions compared with her practices 
during NAPLAN test preparation sessions. Pam’s practices included drawing on 
student prior knowledge using open-ended questioning.  This style of questioning 
between teacher and students is suggested by Bakhtin (1981) to encourage 
reciprocity whereby co-production of meaning relies on a collaborative partnership.  
It is also suggested to encourage “substantive conversation” (Queensland Department 
of Education Training and Employment, 2002). 
As outlined in Productive Pedagogies, Pam and her students participated in 
“substantive conversation” toward developing a shared understanding within a 
student-centred socially supportive learning environment (Queensland Department of 
Education Training and Employment, 2002).  These observed conversations targeted 
past and present personal learning experiences relating to a specific topic or concept 
under investigation.  This approach is suggested by Wells and Claxton (2002) to 
encourage refinement and reconstruction of past experiences within a current 
learning context.  It is also proposed by Rogoff (2008a) to encourage students to 
recognise learning as ever evolving as they move from one learning experience to the 
next. In addition, substantive classroom conversations provide the opportunity for 
reciprocal interactions, which promote a shared understanding through negotiation of 
knowledge and skills (Queensland Department of Education Training and 
Employment, 2002).  
Pam was observed to provide opportunities for students to negotiate alternative 
methods and differing viewpoints, which is suggested by Rogoff (1990, 1999) to be 
integral to developing socially supportive language and linguistic skills.  Pam’s role 
as teacher was to regularly check development of student mastery in an effort to 
progress learning toward more complex tasks. According to Bruner (1996), teachers, 
like Pam, who adopt these pedagogic practices, acknowledge students as thinkers, 
capable of making personal sense of their world as well as knowledgeable to reflect 
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upon their thinking processes and adjust ideas as they are shared within a socially 
supportive learning environment.  Proficiency in the use of socially and culturally 
reflective language and tools is suggested by Lave and Wenger (1991, 2005) to 
enable students to fully participate and connect with others in their community of 
practice.   
Pam was observed to provide “connectedness” which, according to the 
Productive Pedagogies approach, provides a link between the students’ classroom 
environment and their wider everyday social life experiences (Queensland 
Department of Education Training and Employment, 2002). This was in contrast to 
Gloria in Year 3 where test preparation was not linked to students’ everyday 
experiences.  Arguably, this was due to Gloria acknowledging that her current 
students had minimal prior knowledge of NAPLAN test requirements. According to 
Wiggins and McTighe (2006), a flexible pedagogic approach, adopted by Pam, 
displays an honouring of student interest which empowers them to feel they have an 
important role within learning.  By building on students’ prior knowledge and 
providing additional expert instruction for those students who displayed difficulty 
achieving learning goals, Pam encouraged students to actively collaborate toward 
independent competency. This pedagogic approach further encourages students to 
socially collaborate in learning, which is suggested by McCormick and Murphy 
(2008) to position learning as a social process wherein student agency is recognised.   
Pam was observed to encourage enhancement of personal achievement by 
drawing on prior knowledge in efforts to increase student understanding of learning 
goals.  Harlen (2006) proposes that understandable learning goals tends to encourage 
students to apply additional personal effort to acquire necessary skills and 
understanding, and to be persistent when difficulties arise.  In addition, a teaching 
emphasis on effort and progress of learning, like Pam’s, is suggested by Meece et al 
(2006) to encourage students to strive toward mastery-oriented goals focused on 
improving knowledge and skills. This was in contrast to Gloria’s shift in verbal 
motivation toward appropriate bubble colouring to identify correct answers and 
correctness of test-taking skills application. Pam’s motivational approach was of 
significance to this study as it arguably had potential to further positively impact on 
her students’ development of persistence leading up to 2011 NAPLAN testing which 
in turn may have influenced her Year 5 students’ subsequent satisfactory results on 
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these tests.  As discussed previously in section 6.2.4, persistence was not necessarily 
an issue in Harris’ Year 7 classroom, next reported and discussed. 
6.3.5 Year 7 
Harris, a teacher with over ten years experience and having taught a NAPLAN 
tested year level since its implementation in 2008, regarded NAPLAN testing as just 
one point in time measure of student academic performance.  He rejected any notion 
that his pedagogy could be influenced or judged by his students’ NAPLAN scores.  
However, Harris believed that NAPLAN test preparation restricted the amount of 
time he could allocate to CSS2’s set curriculum requirements.  He also believed that 
student absenteeism was a contributing factor impacting on his NAPLAN test 
preparation. Of most concern to Harris was the Australian federal government’s 
suggested performance-based salaries for teachers, to be introduced by 2014.  It is 
within this context that Harris’ aimed to connect with his Year 7 students as he 
conducted everyday lessons and NAPLAN numeracy test preparation. 
Making connections with students by drawing on personal interests and 
providing opportunities for exploring real life experiences underpinned Harris’ 
everyday pedagogic practices.  He intended to deliver Year 7 curriculum content so 
that it is “a bit more interesting”.  He aimed to achieve this by encouraging his 
students to talk with him “about things that are current in their lives” including what 
is “happening in the world.”  Harris also intended to “treat” his students “as if they 
are a bit more mature.”  This pedagogic approach was observed regularly in Harris’ 
classroom as he shared his own life experiences relating to a topic or concept under 
investigation while regularly encouraging his students to share their own life 
experiences.  Harris did not teach English, therefore he was observed during Civics, 
Studies of Society and Environment, Personal Development, and Mathematics 
sessions.  How Harris actually connected with students’ wider social contexts is of 
particular interest to this study into the effects of NAPLAN on this teacher’s 
pedagogy. Harris’ practices were explored through Holton and Clarke’s (2006) 
socioculturally reflective scaffolded model of teaching and learning that 
acknowledges social reciprocity as an important pedagogic method. 
Connecting teaching and learning with wider social contexts through sharing 
personal experiences in a humorous manner has potential to increase student 
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engagement. The following snapshot provides insight into how Harris connected 
with his Year 7 students during a Personal Development session. 
Table 6.16 
Harris – Personal development lesson observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 17 March, 2011, 2:30pm – 3:00 pm 
Purpose: Personal Development session 
Participants: Harris, Year 7 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Harris began a “Personal Development” session by casually sitting on a desk off to the side 
of the classroom near a portable whiteboard.  As students became settled and attentive he 
stated “this is a serious session”.  He provided expert instruction regarding lesson focus and 
task requirements.  He then asked a student to read a passage from their Personal 
Development booklet. Harris provided elaboration and then began talking about his own 
experiences in an effort to provide real life context.  There were frequent outbursts of 
laughter when Harris’ personal anecdotes became quite humorous.  Harris had mentioned 
during his interview how he likes to “have a laugh.  You can laugh at yourself”.  Harris used 
humour to enhance student interest, which resulted in increased engagement.  As student 
engagement increased during content specific expert instruction, Harris began to encourage 
peer collaboration by encouraging students to share their own personal experiences with the 
whole class.  Students displayed an eagerness to participate in social conversation, sharing 
their own personal experiences, some of which also proved quite humorous.  Some students 
quietly shared their anecdotes with a neighbour rather than the whole class. Harris did not 
object to this peer sharing.  When anecdotes were shared for the whole class, students 
displayed high interest by discontinuing their peer conversations to listen attentively.  When 
a student shared a joke related to a topic under discussion, Harris laughed along with the rest 
of the class, providing elaboration for those students who hadn’t understood the underlying 
meaning. 
 
Harris’ classroom environment was jovial and yet calm as he and his students 
built upon their collective understandings toward a logical synthesis of experiences 
related to varied focus topics discussed during “Personal Development” sessions as 
well as observed “Civics” sessions.  According to Productive Pedagogies, reciprocal 
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teaching requires peer collaboration wherein social dialogue, similar to that shared 
between Harris and his students, builds collective understanding toward development 
of a logical synthesis of a topic (Queensland Department of Education Training and 
Employment, 2002). Harris’ humorous yet calm approach was also observed during 
everyday mathematics sessions. 
Pedagogy is regarded by Bruner (1996) as a medium that carries its own 
message. Through humour and a calm pedagogic approach, Harris strove to deliver a 
message that learning was interesting and engaging.  To further enhance this message 
during mathematics, Harris intended to regularly schedule games for his two classes 
of Year 7 students.  He explained: 
“We do brain busters, which are like fast facts... Then head towards whatever 
you’re teaching for the day.”   
The next snapshot captured Harris’ mathematics teaching approach for each of his 
two Year 7 student groups. 
Table 6.17 
Harris – Numeracy chance and data observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 11
th
  February, 2011, period 1, 9:00 am – 9:40 am;  
                                                         period 2, 9:45 am – 10:35 am 
Purpose: Numeracy sessions – Chance and data 
Participants: Harris, two class cohorts of Year 7 mathematic students  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Harris began each numeracy session with a mental computation game wherein he invariably 
told a joke or shared a personal anecdote.  He then provided expert instruction and used 
open-ended questions such as, “What do we know about?”  “Why is one strategy more 
effective than another?” to encourage students to share prior and developing knowledge.  He 
explained the rules for a chance and data game and expertly modelled game procedures as 
whole class instruction. Students were then encouraged to play the game either 
independently or with their neighbour.  Harris moved from pair to pair, providing open-
ended questions such as “What do you think”, “What are you going to do?”, “How did you 
do it?” He continued to provide additional expert instruction for those individual students 
who displayed difficulty.  He also adjusted his pedagogy to reciprocal teacher-student 
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interaction by providing modelling for those who required additional guidance as well as 
encouraging all students to strive for self-scaffolded learning.  He continued to joke with 
students and socially converse about personal experiences relating to the focus concepts.  
Each mathematics session culminated with Harris acting as serious expert, explicitly 
reviewing expected site-based curriculum learning outcomes regarding a targeted concept 
and its underlying mathematical theorem. 
 
Harris’ observed scaffolded pedagogic approach during various everyday 
sessions is suggested by Holton and Clarke (2006) to provide opportunity for 
students to build on prior knowledge as a teacher guides learning toward deeper 
understanding of a focus concept.  This pedagogic approach was also evident during 
two numeracy sessions when Harris’ students accessed Maths Online via their laptop 
computers as outlined next.  
Table 6.18 
Harris – Numeracy Maths Online observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 17 March, 2011, period 3, 12:33 pm – 12:52 pm  
                                                   period 4, 1:35 pm – 2:20 pm 
Purpose: Numeracy – Maths Online sessions 
Participants: Harris, Year 7 cohort  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Students entered Harris’ classroom and began setting up their laptops.  Harris provided 
explicit instruction regarding Maths Online activity requirements as students sat quietly and 
listened. Harris requested students to ask for help when needed.  He began moving slowly 
around the room, checking student progress, providing expert instruction and guidance 
where necessary.  Some students worked independently while others collaborated.  Harris 
consistently provided individual support when necessary and encouraged students to self 
monitor their use of time and task completion.  He used open-ended questions such as “How 
did you go?  What did you do? to encourage students to reflect on their developing 
knowledge and applied strategies.  He continued to provide expert instruction and guidance 
to individual students.  Those who completed their specific Maths Online Year 7 level tasks 
were encouraged to choose a new mathematics concept to work towards increasing their 
level of achievement to Year 8 standard.  All students who were on-task and engaged 
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appeared agentive.  Harris explained how “some problems try to trick you.”  He provided 
expert and reciprocal scaffolding but avoided providing correct answers. Instead, he 
encouraged students to complete final procedures and calculations independently.  He then 
praised their efforts by responding “you had the right idea”. To conclude each session, 
Harris discussed the importance of accessing online support to regularly evaluate developing 
conceptual knowledge and skills.  He then shared a humorous personal problem solving 
experience and encouraged students to share their recent problem solving experiences with 
the class. 
 
In addition to Harris everyday pedagogic practices that encouraged students to 
collaborate with him and each other, Harris’ seating arrangement of students seated 
in pairs also encouraged reciprocal learning. 
According to Pendergast et al (2009), a key feature within an inclusive learning 
environment is mixed, heterogeneous ability grouping.  In support of this inclusive 
practice, Harris was observed implementing a novel seating allocation.  First, all 
student names were placed in a hat.  Next, a name was pulled out of the hat whereby 
Harris encouraged that student to choose a partner to sit beside.  This continued until 
all students were seated. Harris claimed to be concerned about ability grouping, 
particularly withdrawal groups, describing the practice as a “catch 22...I’m mindful 
that the kids that need assistance... hate being highlighted out.  So I tend to keep 
them in with children that would help them.”  This pedagogic approach provided 
opportunity for Harris to implement reciprocal teaching and learning by drawing on 
peer collaboration while he used open-ended questioning to determine student 
progress. Within this everyday learning environment, NAPLAN numeracy test 
preparation was required for Harris’ two Year 7 mathematics classes. 
Teaching with an emphasis on student competency to apply knowledge and 
skills in varied situations rather than “spoon-feeding” tested content tends to create a 
more relaxed classroom where supportive relationships are fostered (Ayres, et al., 
2004).  Such a learning environment tends to resist pressure to teach to the test. 
Harris did not intend to change his everyday practices during NAPLAN test 
preparation but he did intend to: 
 “practice things.  I look at previous tests and analyse the data to find the weak 
areas and you might have a talk about it.  We’ll have a couple of goes at it and 
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specifically go back and do some work on a particular area but I’m not going 
to be doing it every week.”  
Harris’ intention not to undertake NAPLAN test preparation weekly with subsequent 
restricting of test preparation to two weeks prior to testing resulted in observations of 
his Year 7 NAPLAN numeracy test preparation sessions being restricted to term two, 
2011, during the two weeks prior to testing.  The following snapshot illustrates 
Harris’ numeracy test preparation pedagogic practices one week prior to 2011 
NAPLAN testing. 
Table 6.19 
Harris – NAPLAN numeracy test preparation observation snapshot 
Date and Time: 05 May, 2011, 11:58 am – 12:25 pm 
Purpose: NAPLAN numeracy test preparation 
Participants: Harris, Year 7 mathematics class  
Role of researcher:  Non-contact observer 
Setting and scenario: 
Students sat in same gender groups of three to five with one row of four boys at the front of 
the class.  Each student had a photocopied 2010 NAPLAN numeracy test paper. As the 
papers were handed out, Harris suggested that students work at their own pace with early 
finishers expected to complete their computer based math activities.  Harris positioned 
himself at the front of the class and expertly modelled a trial and error strategy while 
students sat quietly watching and listening.  Harris mentioned the strategy of elimination 
whereby “one or two answers are ridiculous, another two are close”.  He suggested that 
students “don’t rush as they (questions) are there to trick you”.  He also suggested students 
use “scribble paper” to record their mathematical procedures. Harris regularly conducted 
whole class expert instruction of each question because students were displaying increasing 
difficulty. He stated, “some questions are hard even for adults”. He began a fifth test 
question by stating “don’t be worried or scared – start drawing stuff out and think about it”. 
Students seemed confused about question requirements so Harris asked them to share prior 
knowledge, at times calling specific students to the whiteboard to display their procedural 
knowledge.  When prior knowledge appeared minimal, Harris took increased control and 
expertly modelled and applied correct procedural knowledge to the question under 
investigation. He did the same for the next question.  However, some students were 
disengaging, laying their heads on their desks or quietly whispering to a neighbouring peer.  
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Harris discontinued using the NAPLAN test paper, directing students to collaboratively 
complete an angles page in their everyday math text book.  Harris then focussed his attention 
toward the row of four boys seated at the front of the class and a group of three girls nearby.  
While other students began to collaborate, Harris provided these students with additional 
expert instruction through modelling and verbalising correct procedures toward accurate 
calculations.  
 
Following this numeracy test preparation session, Harris was observed on three more 
occasions providing a past NAPLAN test paper to each individual student and 
explicitly instructing test-taking and test-wise skills as well as procedural knowledge 
required to accurately complete each test question. 
Of immediate significance to this study’s focus on the effects of NAPLAN on 
collaborative teaching and learning is that Harris’ alternate student seating 
arrangement was no longer evident. He later remarked that leading up to 2011 
NAPLAN testing, he had decided to group his numeracy students based on their 
results from a recently implemented NAPLAN practice test as well as fortnightly 
numeracy test results.  These results identified mathematics conceptual difficulties 
which Harris had also been targeting using a Year 7 commercially produced 
mathematics text book.  He mentioned that four boys seated at the front of the class 
and a group of three girls seated nearby were his “weakest” mathematics students in 
this particular class cohort. A similar seating arrangement was observed for Harris’ 
other mathematics class cohort during their test preparation. As mentioned 
previously in this section, Harris held some trepidation toward academic ability 
grouping before NAPLAN test preparation was scheduled in his math classes.  
Nonetheless, he had intentionally ability streamed students and provided additional 
expert instruction for longer periods during observed NAPLAN numeracy test 
preparation sessions.  Harris had made a professional decision to extend his use of 
expert instruction during a short, two week test preparation period, in efforts to 
prepare his math students for upcoming NAPLAN testing using specific NAPLAN 
materials.  
McNeil and Valenzuela (2000) suggest that implementing test materials, 
similar to NAPLAN, as learning tools, can result in teachers explicitly teaching 
tested content with a pedagogic shift toward expert instruction. Harris explained that 
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he accessed “the previous tests, anything on the government website” and regarded 
the photocopying of individual test papers for each student as “just another 
resource.” This study acknowledges Harris’ intentional shift in his pedagogy to 
expert instruction when students displayed minimal prior procedural knowledge 
during numeracy test preparation sessions.  Of further interest to this study is how the 
use of these test preparation materials impacted Harris’ everyday practice of 
motivating students through joke sharing and social conversation.   
Although Harris’ Year 7 students at CSS2 experience a secondary school 
environment, he strove to maintain a child-centred approach to teaching and learning 
in efforts to enhance student agency.  He achieved this by encouraging students to 
develop positive self perceptions of achievement toward personal fulfilment.  Harris’ 
commitment to connect with students in efforts to enhance learning potential 
underpinned his everyday motivational strategies. He explained these strategies as 
targeted at; 
“getting a feel for how the students feel...I try to give kids what I’d like to get 
 back.  It’s a societal thing.  If we send this message of no care then kids will 
come back with ‘I don’t care either’.”   
In addition, Harris’ everyday practice was to use social conversation as a means to;  
“talk about giving things your best shot; stories to get them to know that they 
need to keep working as hard as they can on the weak bits and maximise their 
strengths.”  
Harris was observed regularly conversing and sharing stories with his students as 
described previously in this section. However, during NAPLAN specific test 
preparation, social conversation was limited to only occasional brief sharing of 
personal stories as Harris strove to provide expert instruction targeting tested content.  
Student agency during Harris’ NAPLAN specific lessons appeared to be 
minimal with disengagement in learning evident. Specifically, students were 
observed laying their heads on their desk or quietly conversing with each other rather 
than listening quietly to Harris’ expert instruction.  Harris’ decision at one point in a 
numeracy test preparation session to discontinue whole class instruction provided an 
opportunity for more competent students to take greater control of their learning as 
they returned to using their assigned mathematics text book.  As the lesson focus 
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shifted away from specific NAPLAN test preparation requirements, social 
conversation increased.  Meanwhile, Harris’ verbal praise shifted back toward 
personal achievement above academic grades.  
6.3.6 Comparison of Harris’ pedagogic practices with Pam and Gloria  
Harris’ everyday pedagogic approach of acting as humorous expert and guide 
while providing regular opportunity for students to engage socially during 
collaborative construction of knowledge and skills appears reflective of Holton and 
Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded teaching and learning model.  It also reflects Rogoff’s 
(2008a) apprenticeship model wherein Harris’ guided participation to engage 
students to work with cultural tools as they collaboratively developed the processes 
of effective communication and coordination.  These everyday pedagogic practices 
highlight the importance of connecting with students through social conversation as 
they interact and collaborate in high interest, real life activities.  This was similar to 
Pam’s connected teaching and learning approach, previously discussed in 
comparison with Gloria’s practices (see section 6.3.4).  In addition to connecting 
students to learning, Harris also had a novel process for determining student seating 
allocations. 
Harris’ everyday seating procedure of providing students a degree of choice as 
to whom they sit next to and where, avoids potential labelling based on literacy and 
numeracy academic ability. As Boaler et al (2008) point out, avoiding academic 
labelling of students based on test scores may also avoid teachers adopting more 
prescriptive pedagogic practices toward teaching tested content in efforts to raise 
specific test results.  Of relevance to this study is that although Harris mentioned an 
apprehension toward academic ability grouping, during NAPLAN test preparation he 
implemented streamed ability grouping based on students’ past numeracy testing. 
Streamed ability grouping has been discussed previously in section 5.3.2 and further 
evidenced in other teacher participant observations at the two sites accessed for this 
case study.  This is an interesting test preparation practice that will be further 
analysed in Chapter 7 along with identified pedagogic shifts during test preparation 
compared with everyday practices. 
Standardised test preparation is suggested by Cotton (1995) and McMillan 
(2008) to minimise the risk of potential unreliable student test scores resulting from 
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unclear instructions or when students become confused or tricked by ambiguous 
questions.  Harris’ expert instruction of these skills for Year 7 students appeared 
appropriate in an era when test preparation has been recommended by Masters 
(2009) and supported by Bligh (2009). However, this shift toward more orchestrated, 
prescriptive pedagogy for longer periods resulted in increased didactic learning for 
Harris’ Year 7 students.  This didactic approach is similar to that of Gloria in Year 3. 
In contrast, Pam in Year 5 at CSS2 included NAPLAN test preparation into her 
everyday literacy and numeracy sessions with minimal changes to her everyday 
pedagogic practices.  Although not disputing the need to provide expert instruction 
when new curriculum content and skills are targeted, Bruner (1996) suggests that 
prolonged teaching, reflective of traditional pedagogic methods, reduces learning to 
basic facts, rules and principles. As outlined in section 5.3.6, this pedagogic method 
also positions the student as having minimal prior knowledge (Bruner, 1996). This in 
turn has potential to diminish student motivation toward learning. 
Pendergast et al (2009) suggest that teachers in higher grades, like Harris in 
Year 7, may experience pressure to become more curriculum content focused than 
child-centred. Unlike Gloria in Year 3 who scheduled NAPLAN test preparation 
throughout term one as well as the two weeks leading up to NAPLAN testing, Harris 
in Year 7 only became more focused on test content and test-taking skills, above 
CSS2’s set curriculum, for two weeks prior to testing. This is of major importance to 
this study for two reasons. First, Harris’ restricting of NAPLAN test preparation to 
just prior to testing had potential to impact on student performance (see section 
6.2.3). Second, test preparation resulted in a restricting of Harris’ pedagogic practice 
of connecting with students through the use of humour and a calm approach (see 
section 6.3.5).   
6.4 SUMMARY 
This chapter applied a similar format to Chapter 5. It reported and discussed a 
Year 3, a Year 5 and a Year 7 teacher’s teaching and learning context, perceptions 
and beliefs, as well as their intended and enacted practices during pre-NAPLAN 
activity.  Specific to this case study site’s context is that student enrolment at CSS2 
experience geographic, socio-economic and socio-educational advantage. This 
student enrolment has produced overall satisfactory NAPLAN results over the past 
three years although Gloria, in Year 3, appeared to be under pressure to improve on 
 210 Chapter 6: Case Two – Three Teachers in a Non-Government College      
past less than satisfactory Year 3 NAPLAN results. Pam in Year 5 and Harris in Year 
7 did not acknowledge any effects of less than satisfactory past NAPLAN test results 
on their pedagogic practices. Of significance is that CSS2 did not attract additional 
Australian federal government funding targeting literacy and numeracy 
improvement, measured by annual NAPLAN results.  
Rather than being accountable for additional government funding, pedagogic 
priorities at CSS2 were influenced by inclusive practice requirements in efforts to 
support all students regardless of academic ability.  In addition, CSS2’s school 
administrator team apparently regarded the utility and function of standardised 
assessment as a means to inform curriculum planning, rather than identifying 
individual student academic needs, or as a measure of teacher performance.  This 
positively impacted on teacher professionalism whereby CSS2 teachers were 
provided a degree of autonomy to prepare their students for upcoming 2011 
NAPLAN testing.  Although the three teacher participants at this case study site had 
positive perceptions of standardised assessment, with Pam and Harris perceiving a 
degree of implied autonomy from administrative teaching staff, they each raised 
concerns regarding NAPLAN.   
Emerging themes arising from Gloria’s, Pam’s and Harris’ perceptions and 
beliefs of the effects of NAPLAN on their pedagogy target: 
1. implementing multiple assessments to inform teaching and learning 
2. teacher autonomy in an era of education reform.  
3. NAPLAN test-taking and test-readiness skills development 
4. management of student test stress 
5. Parents/Carer influences on student learning  
6. teacher salary influenced by NAPLAN results 
These themes were discussed in section 6.2.4. The intended and enacted everyday 
practices of Gloria, Pam and Harris were compared with NAPLAN test preparation.  
Comparisons provided insights into the effects of NAPLAN on collaborative group 
teaching and learning in these three classrooms. Themes arising from comparisons 
include: 
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1. increased emphasis on expert instruction in Years 3 and 7 during test 
preparation.   
2. maintaining everyday practices during test preparation in Year 5.  
3. time allocated for test preparation. 
Also, specific to Year 5 was that minimal adjustment was made to motivational 
strategies during NAPLAN preparation in Pam’s classroom. How teachers were 
mediating potential negative impacts of NAPLAN is of major importance to this 
study that adopts a sociocultural perspective emphasising a need to provide initial 
expert instruction and then scaffold teaching toward reciprocal and self-scaffolded 
learning. Emerging themes arising from these three teachers’ practices during 
everyday literacy and numeracy sessions compared with NAPLAN test preparation, 
with consideration given to the contexts in which they teach, are worthy of in-depth 
cross-case analysis. 
Chapter 7 will provide a cross-case analysis of the effects of NAPLAN on 
teacher participants’ practices at each of the two accessed education sites. It will 
begin with an analysis of contextual distinctions of CSS1; a government P-7 state 
primary school, compared with CSS2; a non-government P-12 college. Then, in 
accordance with Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model adopted as 
an analytic tool for this study, teacher participants’ expert, reciprocal and self-
scaffolding teaching methods will be comparatively analysed.  Chapter 7 will 
conclude with a summary of findings arising from this study with specific emphasis 
on how NAPLAN is affecting teachers’ everyday collaborative and non-collaborative 
practices. 
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Chapter 7: Cross-case Analysis 
INTRODUCTION 
Chapters 5 and 6 established that the context in which teachers practice is an 
important consideration regarding potential influences that can advantage or 
constrain pedagogies. These two chapters also indentified emerging themes from 
each site arising from teacher participant intentions and actions in response to 
NAPLAN test preparation requirements. In the context of Queensland, Australia, 
teachers are becoming pressured to expertly teach necessary knowledge and skills 
required to undertake NAPLAN.  This is a consequence of Queensland’s past overall 
unsatisfactory NAPLAN performance compared with other Australian States and 
Territories.  However, data indicates that Queensland teachers can, and do, 
implement innovative teaching practices that can mediate potential constraints 
arising from NAPLAN test preparation requirements. How teachers are being 
influenced by and influential to including NAPLAN into everyday practices is of 
import to this study’s question: 
What effect does standardised assessment (NAPLAN) have on the pedagogy of 
teachers who prepare students for NAPLAN tests in the context of two 
Queensland schools?  
Chapter 7 provides a cross-case analysis of the three teachers at each case 
study site, reported and compared in Chapters 5 and 6.  This is achieved by first 
undertaking a comparative contextual analysis of the two case study sites in section 
7.1. Then, the next three sections reflect this study’s theoretical framing and 
subsequent pedagogic model adapted from Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded 
approach to teaching and learning in the following way: 
Section 7.2 Expert scaffolding in the context of pre-NAPLAN activity 
Section 7.3 Reciprocal teaching and learning in the context of pre-NAPLAN 
activity 
Section 7.4 Self-scaffolding in the context of pre-NAPLAN activity 
 Major themes arising from teacher participants’ beliefs, perceptions, intentions 
and actions that are reported and discussed in chapters 5 and 6, will be applied to this 
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study’s adopted pedagogic model that advocates the importance of collaborative and 
non-collaborative teaching approaches.  A summary of findings concludes chapter 7. 
Briefly, this case study accessed two education sites in Queensland, Australia; 
CSS1 is a government P-7 state primary school; CSS2 a non-government P-12 
college. Parent/Carer background, student NAPLAN performance and school 
administrator pedagogic priorities targeting literacy and numeracy are key contextual 
influences that require comparative analysis.  
7.1 CONTEXTUAL INFLUENCES ON TEACHER PRACTICES AT EACH 
CASE STUDY SITE 
The two case studies are sited within the same local government region.  Also 
similar are their socio-economic status, considered by the ABS (2010) “Index of 
Relative Socio-economic Advantage and Disadvantage (IRS-eAD)” figures to be 
“advantaged” (see section 5.1).  Therefore, influences on teacher practices at these 
two sites arising from local government policy or socio-economic status appear 
similar.   
Australian education sites are also identified by their “Index of Community 
Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA)” figure, published on the “My School” 
website (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c).  This 
formula has been critiqued in section 2.5.5.  Briefly, the ICSEA builds on ABS 
socio-economic data to include additional information regarding actual parent/carer 
occupation, education and language background (Barnes, 2010). At the time of this 
study, the ICSEA figure for each case study site indicates a 107 point difference 
between the two sites (see Table 7.1).  Such a difference raises significant questions 
regarding the legitimacy of the ABS “advantaged’ category at CSS1.  It also raises 
significant questions about how such a difference in contextual influences may be 
affecting teaching and learning conditions at each case study site. Relevant data 
includes: 
1. Parent/Carer backgrounds 
2. Student past NAPLAN performance 
3. School administrator literacy and numeracy practices and priorities. 
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This information is next tabled to provide an outline of these key contextual 
influences. 
Table 7.1 
Key contextual influences at each case study site 
Key contextual influence Case Study Site One Case Study Site Two 
Parent/Carer  
socio-educational backgrounds  
(Australian national average = 1000) 
965 
35 points below 
1072 
72 points above 
Student past NAPLAN 
performance 
(2008 – 2010) 
CT = close to –  
 B = below –  
SB = substantially below –  
- all Australian schools’ average 
Yr 3 Yr 5 Yr 7 Yr 3 Yr 5 Yr 7 
B 
or 
SB 
B 
or 
SB 
B 
or 
SB 
B 
or 
SB 
CT 
or 
B 
CT 
or 
B 
Overall performance 
unsatisfactory 
Overall  performance 
satisfactory 
School administrator literacy and 
numeracy practices and priorities  
More regulated Less regulated 
 
Significant contextual influences, referred to in Table 7.1, are next 
comparatively analysed to identify potential advantages and constraints which appear 
to be affecting a Year 3, a Year 5 and a Year 7 teacher’s literacy and numeracy 
pedagogic practices at each case study site. 
7.1.1 Parent/Carer background 
Parents/carers are considered key stakeholders whose backgrounds have 
potential to influence their child’s learning potential (Australian Curriculum 
Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2011c).  Table 7.1 identifies that CSS1 
parent/carer background, as determined by the ICSEA, is below the Australian 
national average, set at 1000, whereas CSS2 parent/carer socio-educational 
background is above the average.  Analysis of data indicates three influences arising 
from this difference: 
1. parent/carer interest in their child’s education 
2. parent/carer pressure placed on students to achieve academically 
3. student test-stress level 
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First, parents at CSS2, identified as having socio-economic, occupation, 
education and language backgrounds above the Australian national average of 1000, 
appeared to display greater interest in their child’s literacy and numeracy progress 
than parents at CSS1 whose similar background data indicated they were below the 
Australian national average. For example, Pam at CSS2 expected parents/carers of 
her Year 5 students to make enquiries about their child’s NAPLAN performance.  
She claimed her students’ parents/carers would benefit from learning about the 
function and role of NAPLAN within the wider context of education.  Pam (CSS2 
Yr5) may also have lacked sufficient knowledge of NAPLAN to effectively respond 
to parent enquiries.  Although she had 11 years experience, Pam was new to teaching 
a NAPLAN tested year level. Parents/carers and teachers require sufficient 
knowledge regarding NAPLAN within the context of literacy and numeracy 
development so that informed educational decisions can be made to support 
individual student needs. Education about NAPLAN appears to be occurring within 
Queensland teacher training university degrees and at both case study sites. 
Early career teachers, like Julie (CSS1 Yr3) and Gloria (CSS2 Yr3) appeared 
to have been sufficiently educated about NAPLAN in their undergraduate university 
degrees. In addition, these two teachers were experiencing their first three years in 
the teaching profession and had only taught NAPLAN tested year levels.  Their 
teaching practices were influenced by professional knowledge gained during their 
degree as well as first-hand experience with NAPLAN test preparation and testing. 
Neither Julie (CSS1 Yr3) nor Gloria (CSS2 Yr3) raised any issues about responding 
to parent/carer NAPLAN queries. This is most likely due to their professional 
knowledge and skills regarding NAPLAN test preparation and implementation 
requirements.    
Teachers at each site appeared to be provided opportunity to participate in 
ongoing site-based professional development regarding NAPLAN. Such professional 
development is consistent with the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and 
Reporting Authority’s (2011e) recommendations that teachers develop NAPLAN 
testing knowledge and process understanding, to not only prepare students for testing 
and for conducting test procedures, but also to respond to parent/carer queries. 
Therefore, it is important that NAPLAN education for teachers and parents/carers 
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includes clarifications and discussions about the advantages and constraints of this 
style of testing.   
It is also important that parents/carers and teachers develop student de-stressing 
strategies to support potential negative influences of undue pressure placed on 
students to perform successfully on tests, like NAPLAN. Apparently, CSS2 
parents/carers who experienced socio-economic, occupation, education and language 
backgrounds above the Australian national average had potential to place increased 
pressure on their child/ren to perform at a satisfactory academic level. Harris (CSS2 
Yr7) claimed that teachers need to implement de-stressing strategies to overcome 
potential negative impacts from parent/carer pressure on their children to perform on 
tests, like NAPLAN. Gloria (CSS2 Yr3) claimed test preparation in her class can 
increase student anxiety, resulting in behavioural concerns similar to that identified 
by Meece et al (2006).  Like Harris, Gloria (CSS2 Yr3) also implemented de-
stressing strategies during test preparation. In Year 5 at CSS2, Pam claimed her calm 
attitude toward test preparation and NAPLAN testing had resulted in minimal student 
test stress.   
McMillan (2008) refers to anxiety and mood as having potential to cause 
students to make undue errors on summative testing.  It is also agreed by Banks and 
Woolfson (2008), and Frome and Eccles (1998) that undue pressure on students from 
parents can have a negative effect on self-esteem and learning in general.  Therefore, 
de-stressing strategies have potential to support students who may experience stress 
during NAPLAN test preparation as well as on test days. If de-stressing strategies are 
implemented effectively during NAPLAN test preparation and testing, then arguably 
students have greater potential to improve their performance. Improved student 
performance is a priority under the Smarter Schools National Partnership in Literacy 
and Numeracy (Australian Government Department of Education Employment and 
Workplace Relations, 2009).   
7.1.2 Student NAPLAN performance 
This study into the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy acknowledges the 
Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority (2011c) claim that 
“family backgrounds have an influence on educational outcomes at school” 
(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, p. 1). This claim is 
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supported by evidence arising from this study that indicated a link between 
parent/carer background and student NAPLAN performance at each case study site. 
Specifically, CSS1 students, influenced by parents/carers whose socio-economic, 
occupation, education and language backgrounds were identified as below 
Australia’s national average, have consistently performed unsatisfactorily on all past 
NAPLAN testing since 2008. In contrast, CSS2 students, whose parents’ 
backgrounds were identified as above the Australian national average, have 
performed overall satisfactorily (see Table 7.1).  This link supports similar findings 
by Knapp (2012) who accessed similar data from the “My School” website 
(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c) . 
A consequence of satisfactory NAPLAN performance at CSS2 was that Year 3, 
Year 5 and Year 7 teachers at this site appeared to have a degree of autonomy to 
make professional decisions regarding their everyday and NAPLAN preparation 
requirements. In contrast, CSS1 Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 teachers’ literacy and 
numeracy practices appeared to be regulated by school administrators who were 
accountable for additional federal government funding under the Smarter Schools 
National Partnership for Literacy and Numeracy (Australian Government 
Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009). An outcome 
of regulating teacher practices at CSS1 was greater emphasis on improving literacy 
and numeracy development.  
7.1.3 School administrator literacy and numeracy practices and priorities  
Inclusion in the Smarter Schools National Partnership for literacy and 
numeracy requires school administrators, like those at CSS1, to prioritise teaching 
and learning in these two subject areas.  Exclusion from the Smarter Schools 
National Partnership for literacy and numeracy allows school administrators, like 
those at CSS2, to maintain priority for site-based curriculum planning, including 
literacy and numeracy. Practices implemented by CSS1 school administrators, due to 
their taking responsibility for improving students’ past unsatisfactory literacy and 
numeracy levels, as determined by NAPLAN, included additional: 
 literacy and numeracy action planning  
 site-based standardised testing to identify student NAPLAN potential 
achievement  
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 pedagogic coaching to improve teacher literacy and numeracy practices 
 emphasis on using past NAPLAN test materials to prepare students for 
upcoming testing.  
These four regulating practices are reported and discussed in section 5.1.  Core 
to this study was how these NAPLAN related regulating practices were influencing 
CSS1 teachers Julie (Yr3), Rita (Yr5), and Ken (Yr7) compared with the more 
autonomous teaching conditions experienced at CSS2 by Gloria (Yr3), Pam (Yr5) 
and Harris (Yr7).  Given consideration for the different teaching conditions at each 
case study site, the six teacher participants’ expert, reciprocal and self-scaffolding 
practices are next analysed to examine the ways in which NAPLAN is affecting 
collaborative and non-collaborative teaching and learning practices.  
7.2 EXPERT SCAFFOLDING IN THE CONTEXT OF PRE-NAPLAN 
ACTIVITY 
Holton and Clarke (2006) propose that expert instruction should target specific 
content knowledge and understanding necessary for students to build upon in 
collaboration with others. The role of expert (refer section 3.2) requires an adult or 
more competent peer to take specific responsibility for the teaching and learning of 
others. All teacher participants in this study intended to, and were observed 
beginning everyday and test preparation lessons with initial expert instruction of task 
requirements and specific lesson content.  As expert instructor, teacher participants 
acted as an external provider of knowledge using a didactic approach where students 
were expected to listen to, and learn from expert instruction. To encourage students 
to regularly evaluate their developing knowledge and understanding during expert 
instruction (see Table 7.2) all teacher participants were observed to implement a 
more open-ended approach to questioning. Open-ended questioning techniques are 
considered by Holton and Clarke (2006) as important for encouraging students to 
participate and share their alternative viewpoints and strategy development. 
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Table 7.2 
The ‘expert’ role in teaching and learning 
Scaffolding 
type 
Scaffolding 
agent 
Instructional 
location 
Scaffolding domain 
Conceptual Heuristic 
Expert 
 
Expert – 
adult or more 
competent 
peer has 
specific 
responsibility 
for the 
learning of 
others 
External – 
provider of 
knowledge 
Zone 1 
Teacher as 
expert, providing 
the task/question 
from which 
students are 
required to 
display their 
content 
knowledge. 
Zone 2 
Teacher interacts 
with students, 
using open-
ended questions 
to encourage 
them to regularly 
evaluate their 
developing 
understanding. 
 (adapted from Holton and Clarke (2006)) 
The first described teaching approach in Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded 
model reflects more traditional, didactic methods where an instructional teaching 
style is adopted in efforts to control transmission of content knowledge and skills to 
students.  However, teachers, as expert, do provide degrees of difference in terms of 
interaction opportunity and duration of instructive sessions.  For example, all teacher 
participants at each case study site scaffolded their teaching methods by using expert 
instruction as a preliminary opportunity to encourage students to share their 
knowledge of lesson content. The degree of student knowledge of specific lesson 
content determined the amount of time each teacher dedicated to expert instruction.  
7.2.1 Expert instruction of test-taking and test-wise skills  
Students who display sufficient knowledge of standardised assessment test-
taking and test-wise skills require less expert instruction than students who display 
minimal knowledge of this style of testing.  Within the context of Queensland 
schools, students in Years 5 and 7 have past experience with NAPLAN and other 
site-based standardised testing whereas students in Year 3 have minimal knowledge 
of standardised assessment specific to NAPLAN. This is because NAPLAN is not 
scheduled prior to Year 3 in Australia.  
In Year 5, Rita (CSS1) and Pam (CSS2) used an open-ended questioning 
technique to encourage students to share their knowledge of lesson content and 
required skills during everyday and NAPLAN preparation sessions.  In Year 7, Ken 
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(CSS1) and Harris (CSS2) also used open-ended questioning to elicit student 
knowledge of lesson content. When students displayed a lack of knowledge, these 
four teachers were all observed to provide additional expert instruction through 
explicit modelling and verbal explanation of lesson content and required procedural 
skills. Specific to Year 3 was that Gloria (CSS2) claimed her students had “minimal 
content knowledge” and “test-readiness skills” required for standardised assessment 
while Julie (CSS1) believed her Year 3 students were “not developmentally ready” to 
acquire necessary test-taking and test-wise skills required for NAPLAN testing.  
Gloria’s (CSS2) Year 3 students were observed to appear confused about what 
they were required to do when attempting to complete past standardised test paper 
questions (see Table 6.3). According to Gloria (CSS2), her Year 3 students required 
test preparation activity for a school term of approximately 10 weeks, if not more. 
Gloria (CSS2 Yr3) had autonomy to extend the amount of time she spent expertly 
instructing test-taking and test-wise skill development although she was influenced 
by a directive from a CSS2 school administrator to complete additional test 
preparation related texts. An observed outcome of NAPLAN test preparation 
requirements on Gloria’s (CSS2 Yr3) practices was a shift to expert instruction 
targeting specific standardised assessment test-taking and test-wise skills for up to 80 
percent of these sessions. 
In a similar vein, Julie (CSS1 Yr3) claimed that her Year 3 students were “not 
developmentally ready” to acquire necessary knowledge of test-taking and test-wise 
skills specific to NAPLAN. Observations of test preparation in Julie’s (CSS1 Yr3) 
classroom indicated that when her students began to display difficulty with test-
taking and test-wise skill development, disengagement from learning was a likely 
outcome (see Table 5.10).  Julie’s Year 3 students’ disengagement from test 
preparation was also impacted by her maintaining full control of teaching in that she 
remained as expert for 100 percent of NAPLAN test preparation sessions. Her 
emphasis on expert instruction during these sessions was influenced by literacy 
coaching that apparently supported a more didactic approach to teaching and 
learning.  Bruner (1996), among others, suggests that teaching methods targeting test 
preparation tend to be “didactic” whereby a teacher instructs procedural knowledge 
and demonstrates actions “which are to be learned, remembered and then applied” (p. 
55) by students to tests, like NAPLAN.   
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An outcome of a didactic teaching approach during specific test preparation 
sessions was an increase in time allocated for expert instruction in efforts to prepare 
students for NAPLAN. This appeared to be a necessary consequence when students 
displayed a lack of knowledge, particularly in Year 3, of the many test-taking and 
test-wise skills suggested by McMillan (2008) to be necessary for participation in 
standardised assessment. An advantage of encouraging students to share their 
knowledge at the beginning of test preparation sessions is that teachers can provide 
additional expert instruction of tested content and procedural skills for those students 
who display a lack of necessary understanding. However, when teachers over-
emphasise expert instruction, they risk limiting opportunity for students to socially 
participate in reciprocal activity. Rogoff  (2008a) proposes that any limiting of 
reciprocal activity ignores the benefits of teaching and learning through collaborative 
group and team situations. An effect of maintaining pedagogy to expert instruction 
for entire test preparation sessions appeared to be a restricting of student 
participation to whole class stimulus-response activity.   
7.2.2 Test preparation as whole class stimulus-response activity 
Test preparation, when conducted as a whole class activity using past test 
materials as a stimulus from which students are expected to respond, emphasises the 
role of ‘expert’ within the teaching-learning cycle above reciprocal or self-
scaffolding methods.  Within the context of teaching in Queensland, an important 
contextual consideration is that teachers have been recommended to use past 
NAPLAN test materials to “establish “students’ current levels of literacy and 
numeracy development and to assist in identifying individual learning needs” prior to 
NAPLAN testing (Masters, 2009, p. 5).  
Queensland teachers, particularly those at schools like CSS1 who are included 
in the Smarter Schools National Partnership for Literacy and Numeracy (Australian 
Government Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009), 
are under pressure do whatever they deem ethically appropriate to improve on past 
unsatisfactory NAPLAN performance. During specific NAPLAN test preparation 
sessions at CSS1, Julie (Yr3), Rita (Yr5) and Ken (Yr7) were all observed to use 
recommended electronic past test materials, displayed on an interactive whiteboard 
placed at the front of their classrooms, for the purpose of expertly instructing whole 
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class activity.  This expert instructive style for test preparation at CSS1 was a 
consequence of this site’s administrators’ apparent preference for teachers to: 
 display electronic past test materials on a classroom interactive whiteboard 
rather than photocopy individual student copies of past NAPALN test 
papers  
 specifically teach gaps in standardised tested content knowledge and 
procedural skills identified from analysis of students’ past NAPLAN and 
additional site-based tests 
  implement teaching methods proposed by literacy coaching that appeared 
to favour didactic instruction of content knowledge and procedural skills. 
An effect of Julie’s (CSS1 Yr3) and Rita’s (CSS1 Yr5) whole class test 
preparation activity was that their expressed preference for reciprocal methods was 
limited during these sessions. Although Ken (CSS1 Yr7) claimed to prefer 
traditional, didactic methods of instruction, an effect of his whole class NAPLAN 
test preparation activity was that his expressed preference to build supportive 
teacher-student relationships through social conversation and sharing of jokes 
appeared restricted. Similar effects when NAPLAN test preparation was conducted 
as whole class, expertly instructed activity were also apparent at CSS2. 
CSS2’s autonomous teaching conditions allowed Gloria (Yr3), Pam (Yr5) and 
Harris (Yr7) to make professional decisions regarding how they teach necessary 
NAPLAN testing requirements.  Gloria (CSS2 Yr3) and Harris (CSS2 Yr7) were 
observed to provide individual print-based photocopies of past test papers to every 
student in their respective classes. Although these two teachers expressed a 
preference for reciprocal practices, they were observed expertly instructing 
NAPLAN specific content knowledge, procedural skill development, test questioning 
techniques and test paper formats as a whole class activity. Similar to Ken in Year 7 
at CSS1, Harris’ (CSS2 Yr7) expressed preference to engage students in social 
conversation through humour in efforts to build positive teacher-student relationships 
appeared restricted during his specific test preparation sessions. Notably, Pam (CSS2 
Yr5) also expressed a preference for reciprocal groupwork but she was not observed 
to restrict her teaching methods to expert instruction in an effort to prepare her 
students for NAPLAN.  Her practices are analysed in later sections of this chapter.  
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An advantage of implementing test preparation as a whole class activity is that 
teachers can provide the same degree of expert instruction of test-taking and test-
wise skills to all students which McMillan (2008) argues is “important for fairness” 
(p. 59).  A constraint is that teacher-student relationship building can become 
restricted which in turn limits opportunity for teachers, like Ken ( CSS1) and Harris 
(CSS2), to effectively connect with individual students. Any lack of teachers 
connecting with students has the potential to negatively impact on inclusive 
practices, which Carrington and Robinson (2006) propose are essential if schools are 
to effectively connect with their wider community.  Although teacher participants, 
except for Pam (CSS2 Yr5), restricted their teaching methods to expert instruction 
when using past NAPLAN or past state-based standardised test materials as a whole 
class stimulus-response activity, Rita (CSS1 Yr5) connected with her students by 
challenging them to complete higher level NAPLAN test questions.  
7.2.3 Engaging students in expertly instructed whole class test preparation 
activity 
Teachers can adjust the academic level of NAPLAN knowledge and skill 
development by providing challenging tasks that engage students in whole class, 
expertly instructed test preparation activity. However, motivational verbal praise 
targeting correct responses to test questions can affect student engagement during 
test preparation sessions.    
Rita (CSS1 Yr5) was observed implementing her preferred practice of 
providing challenging tasks for her students during whole class test preparation. 
Specifically, her Year 5 students were observed to eagerly respond to a challenge of 
completing Year 7 past test materials (see section 5.3.3). Rita’s novel way of 
enhancing student engagement during whole class expertly instructed test preparation 
by adjusting the academic level of test questions is an important consideration for 
this study into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher practices. A consequence of 
increased student engagement in expertly instructed test preparation is that students 
are provided opportunity to become active participants in developing necessary 
content knowledge and procedural skills required to undertake NAPLAN. A likely 
outcome of students’ active participation during test preparation is that teachers can 
motivate students to perform academically.  
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Teacher motivational strategies that emphasise academic accuracy during test 
preparation can influence student engagement during expertly instructed test 
preparation. For example, Rita (CSS2 Yr5) was observed to provide verbal 
motivational praise targeting correct responses to test questions. A similar targeting 
of accurate responses to NAPLAN related test questions was also observed during 
Ken’s (CSS1 Yr7), Harris’ (CSS2 Yr7) and Gloria’s (CSS2 Yr 3) whole class test 
preparation activity.  This was in contrast to these teacher’s everyday practices where 
motivational strategies were observed to target individual student progress.  
According to Meece et al (2006) motivation targeting academic performance 
on tests, like NAPLAN, can have a positive impact on students who identify 
themselves, or are identified as having potential to achieve success. These students 
have greater potential to become self-motivated which, in turn, increases their agency 
during test preparation.  On the other hand, a motivational focus on standardised test 
success can have a negative impact on students who are identified, or identify 
themselves as having limited academic potential to achieve on NAPLAN. These 
students are at risk of disengaging which in turn has potential to diminish their 
intrinsic desire to take greater control of their test preparation requirements. 
Rita’s (CSS1 Yr5) practice of challenging students to complete higher level 
test questions indicates that teachers can adjust test content knowledge and 
procedural skill development in efforts to actively engage students during expertly 
instructed whole class test preparation.  However, motivational strategies targeting 
accuracy on practice test questions can have positive and negative impacts on student 
engagement during test preparation. When student disengagement becomes apparent, 
as in Julie’s (CSS1Yr3) classroom during test preparation, a teacher may 
professionally decide, or be required by school administrators, to maintain greater 
responsibility for learning through increased expert instruction in efforts to prepare 
students for tests, like NAPLAN, rather than scaffold pedagogy to include reciprocal 
teaching and learning.   
7.3 RECIPROCAL TEACHING AND LEARNING IN THE CONTEXT OF 
PRE-NAPLAN ACTIVITY 
Holton and Clarke (2006) propose that the reciprocal role is centred on 
collaboration and a shared responsibility for teaching and learning. All teacher 
participants in this study into the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy expressed an 
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intention to and were observed implementing varied reciprocal teaching and learning 
methods during their everyday sessions, including when NAPLAN content and 
procedural skills were targeted during collaborative groupwork.  The following Table 
7.3 outlines the reciprocal role in teaching and learning.   
Table 7.3 
The ‘reciprocal’ role in teaching and learning 
Scaffolding 
type 
Scaffolding 
agent 
Instructional 
location 
Scaffolding domain 
Conceptual Heuristic 
Reciprocal Peers – 
two (or more) 
people work 
collaboratively 
on a common 
task, sharing 
responsibility 
for learning.  
Mutual – 
collaborative 
construction of 
knowledge 
 
Zone 3 
Teacher and 
students reflect 
on the 
legitimacy of 
applied 
procedural 
knowledge. 
 
Zone 4 
Teacher and 
students ask 
stimulating 
questions for 
discussion of 
general issues of 
knowledge 
development 
rather than 
focusing on 
problem 
specific 
correctness or 
procedure. 
(adapted from Holton and Clarke (2006)) 
Reciprocal teaching and learning, the second of Holton and Clarke’s (2006) 
pedagogic methods, provides opportunity for students to collaboratively build on 
knowledge and skills developed during initial expert instruction. Teacher participants 
were observed implementing reciprocal practices during everyday sessions in that 
they encouraged students to work collaboratively with them, in student pairs, or in 
small groups, as they investigated a specific concept or focus topic. The teacher’s 
role during these observed collaborative sessions was to provide additional guidance 
and verbal encouragement for individuals and small groups to reflect on their 
developing content knowledge and procedural skills.  Of import to this study into the 
effects of NAPLAN on group learning is that there appeared to be three major 
influences arising from test preparation that impacted on how teacher participants’ 
employed reciprocal activity.  These include: 
1. assessment practices to inform student reciprocal activity 
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2. prioritising test preparation during reciprocal activity 
3. teacher practices that enhance student agency during reciprocal activity. 
These three influences are next analysed with consideration given to the 
contextual differences between CSS1 and CSS2. Specifically, at CSS1, Julie’s (Yr3), 
Rita’s (Yr5) and Ken’s (Yr7) reciprocal practices were regulated by literacy and 
numeracy coaching, additional standardised testing conducted by a school 
administrator, and an apparent emphasis on targeting pedagogy to those students who 
displayed potential to successfully achieve on NAPLAN. On the other hand, CSS2 
teachers Gloria (Yr3), Pam (Yr5) and Harris (Yr7) appeared to have more autonomy 
to choose how they assessed student literacy and numeracy levels, how they 
allocated students to groups for reciprocal activity and which students they targeted 
their pedagogic energies toward during everyday and NAPLAN test preparation 
sessions.  
7.3.1 Assessment practices to inform student reciprocal activity 
Australia’s current education reform is placing increased emphasis on student 
academic ability to achieve within national minimum standards in literacy and 
numeracy (see section 2.3.4). Teachers working in schools, like CSS1, where 
students have consistently performed unsatisfactorily on NAPLAN are increasingly 
being guided by yearly NAPLAN results as well as additional site-based standardised 
assessment practices to inform reciprocal activity. For example, at CSS1, Julie’s 
(Yr3), Rita’s (Yr5) and Ken’s (Yr7) reciprocal practices appeared to be reliant on a 
school administrator implementing, scoring and analysing site-based standardised 
PAT testing (see section 5.1.1) as well as analysing this site’s students’ NAPLAN 
results.  These three teachers all claimed that PAT test results, students’ past 
NAPLAN performance and other summative testing required by this site’s literacy 
coach, can all be used to inform respective lesson foci as well as how these teachers 
allocated their students to small groups for reciprocal activity.  
At CSS2, Gloria (Yr3), Pam (Yr5) and Harris (Yr7) were not required by their 
school administrators to use site-based standardised ICAS test results to inform their 
reciprocal practices (see section 6.1.1).  They had autonomy to choose from a 
repertoire of assessment practices, including summative and formative methods.  
Gloria (CSS2 Yr3) claimed to prefer personally implemented summative 
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standardised testing to inform her allocating of students to groups while Pam (CSS2 
Yr5) claimed to prefer formative methods scheduled throughout the school year. 
Harris (CSS2 Yr7) claimed to prefer fortnightly scheduled summative mathematics 
tests and had a novel seating arrangement to guide his reciprocal practices. Harris 
also claimed to have personally implemented a past NAPLAN numeracy test paper 
which he had scored and analysed to inform his test preparation requirements.   
An emphasis on teacher-based assessment practices, like those at CSS2, is 
proposed by Klenowski (2008) to have potential to provide greater opportunity for 
students to demonstrate their understanding, knowledge and skills in alternative 
ways.  Klenowski (2008) further suggests that teacher-based assessment should be 
considered more equitable.  However, apart from Pam (CSS2 Yr5), standardised 
assessment was apparently a dominant method for assessing student literacy and 
numeracy levels for reciprocal activity prior to NAPLAN testing at each case study 
site.  
An effect of greater emphasis on standardised assessment, like NAPLAN and 
other site-based standardised testing, on pedagogy is that teachers are required to 
take full control within the teaching-learning cycle so that prescriptive assessment 
practices can be implemented.  A likely outcome is that teachers, like Gloria (CSS2 
Yr3) and Julie (CSS1 Yr3) who were in the early stages of their teaching careers, 
may have limited opportunity to develop a broader knowledge of alternative 
assessment practices. Broadfoot (2008) among others, reports that alternative 
formative on-going assessment tasks to identify individual student potential are 
beneficial to building a repertoire of teacher assessment skills beyond 
implementation, scoring and analysis of student achievement on standardised, point 
in time, tests.  Standardised assessment also limits students in how they display their 
knowledge and skills. 
According to Wiliam (2006), implementing multiple assessment types provides 
greater insight into student learning potential. An outcome of limiting students from 
participating in alternative assessment practices is that they are restricted from 
displaying their learning in different ways.  Students can also be restricted to 
collaborating with peers whose standardised test scores are similar.  
Reciprocal activity based on students’ standardised test scores promotes 
streamed ability grouping, which restricts students to collaborating with peers of the 
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same or similar academic ability.  Streamed ability grouping limits opportunity for 
more competent students to act as experts for students who are yet to develop their 
personal competency of a particular concept of skill.  At CSS1, school administrators 
apparently preferred streamed ability grouping based on students’ standardised test 
scores. Although Julie (CSS1 Yr3) claimed a degree of distrust in the reliability of 
standardised testing to accurately identify student literacy levels, she was observed to 
group her Year 3 students according to their site-based standardised literacy test 
scores. Rita (CSS1) claimed her Year 5 students had been academically identified 
and ability grouped based on their past Year 3 NAPLAN scores as well as site-based 
standardised testing. Ken (CSS1) claimed to ability stream his Year 7 students into 
reading groups with an emphasis on NAPLAN requirements prior to testing.   
At CSS2, where teachers experienced a greater degree of autonomy than 
teachers at CSS1, Gloria (CSS2 Yr3) claimed to ability stream her students into 
collaborative groups based on their performance on a preferred repertoire of 
standardised tests but was not observed targeting NAPLAN test preparation 
requirements during these sessions.  Harris (CSS2 Yr7) claimed to and was observed 
ability streaming his mathematics students into groups based on their results on a 
recently implemented 2010 NAPLAN test paper. In contrast, Pam (CSS2 Yr5) was 
not observed to ability stream her students into literacy and numeracy groups.  This 
was likely due to her expressed preference for formative methods of assessment as 
well as a need to support a male dominated 2:1 cohort. 
An effect of literacy and numeracy ability streaming of students, based on their 
standardised test scores, is that teachers can specifically target identified gaps in 
students’ tested content knowledge and procedural skills during collaborative 
groupwork.  The Queensland Studies Authority (2009b) suggests there is “enormous 
pressures on schools” (p. 4) to adopt practices that can have “negative consequences 
of teachers being forced to teach to the test” (p. 8).  An apparent outcome of teaching 
NAPLAN requirements is that when teachers do implement streamed ability 
grouping during test preparation, there can be a prioritising of students who display 
potential to achieve at or above Australia’s national minimum standards required for 
these tests.  
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7.3.2 Test preparation during reciprocal activity 
Prioritising test preparation for students who are considered capable of 
achieving at, or above national minimum standards on NAPLAN during reciprocal 
activity ignores those students who are considered incapable of achieving success on 
NAPLAN. At CSS1, school administrators are accountable for additional federal 
government funding aimed at improving this site’s unsatisfactory literacy and 
numeracy levels, measured by NAPLAN. One outcome of taking responsibility to 
improve NAPLAN performance was Julie’s (CSS1 Yr3) and Rita’s (CSS1 Yr5) 
claim that they have been advised by school administrators to prioritise students who 
display potential to achieve within Australia’s national minimum standards required 
for NAPLAN.  Specifically, Julie (CSS1 Yr3) claimed she was required by school 
administrators to prioritise students whom she described as “middle” achievers.  
However, she was not observed doing so. This is a likely consequence of her 
expressed commitment to engage all students in learning, regardless of their ability to 
achieve on NAPLAN.  Rita (CSS1 Yr5) claimed she has been advised by school 
administrators to prioritise students who “performed poorly” on their past Year 3 
NAPLAN who, in colloquial terms, she described as “saveable”.  Rita was observed 
to provide additional expert instruction and guidance during reciprocal groupwork 
when teaching her apparently ‘saveable’ student groups. 
At CSS2, there was no indication of any prioritising of students who may have 
fallen just below national minimum standards on past NAPLAN testing.  This is a 
likely consequence of CSS2’s overall satisfactory NAPLAN performance.  It was 
also influenced by this site’s school administrators providing a degree of autonomy 
for teachers to make professional decisions regarding their students’ test preparation 
needs.  
An effect of prioritising students identified as having potential to achieve on 
NAPLAN is that teachers can provide additional guidance during collaborative 
groupwork in efforts to improve these particular students’ test-taking and test-wise 
skills.  A likely positive outcome of this reciprocal practice is that these prioritised 
students have greater potential to achieve within national minimum standards on 
NAPLAN, which would then indicate an improvement in the school’s literacy and 
numeracy levels.  This is an important consideration for schools, like CSS1, who are 
included in the Smarter School National Partnership in Literacy and Numeracy 
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(Australian Government Department of Education Employment and Workplace 
Relations, 2009), which is specifically targeted at improvement in these two subject 
areas.  
A likely negative impact of prioritising students who display potential to 
achieve NAPLAN success is that the learning needs of those students who are 
identified as lacking potential to achieve successfully on these high-stakes tests can 
be restricted from necessary learning support. Any restricting of students from 
accessing additional support for their individual learning needs has potential to 
impact on current Australian education support practices promoted in the Melbourne 
Declaration (Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and 
Youth Affairs, 2008c). Specifically, Indigenous students, students from low-
socioeconomic backgrounds, refugees, and students with disabilities are identified as 
disadvantaged, requiring “targeted support” to “achieve better educational outcomes” 
(Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and Youth 
Affairs, 2008c, p. 15).  In efforts to mediate any negative impacts of prioritising test 
preparation for some students above others, teachers can be innovative in how they 
enhance student agency during reciprocal test preparation activity.  
7.3.3 Enhancing student agency during reciprocal test preparation activity  
Teachers can use past NAPLAN test papers and electronic test materials to 
enhance student agency during test preparation by implementing these resources in 
innovative ways that engage students in reciprocal activity.  For example, teacher 
participants at both case study sites appeared to include NAPLAN genre writing into 
everyday reciprocal practices, with the exception of Harris (CSS2 Yr7) who did not 
teach English.  Also, at CSS1 Julie (Yr3) was observed to provide teacher-student 
guidance during her collaborative sessions when instructing small groups of students 
on how to complete literacy test paper questions. Rita (CSS1 Yr5) was observed to 
provide verbal encouragement for her more competent student groups to collaborate 
during everyday numeracy groupwork where lesson content was informed by student 
NAPLAN test scores and other site-based standardised test results. Although teachers 
can apparently include test preparation into their reciprocal practices, of most 
significance to this study into the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy, with a specific 
focus on collaborative learning through social participation, is the way Pam (CSS2 
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Yr5) exemplified how a teacher can maintain a preferred reciprocal approach while 
preparing all students for NAPLAN. 
To this point, the study has acknowledged Pam (CSS2 Yr5) as the least 
affected by potential school administrator demands to prepare students for NAPLAN 
testing.  Her professional identity appeared to be influenced by a belief that CSS2’s 
administrators held a degree of trust in her ability to teach Year 5, including her 
ability to prepare a male dominated Year 5 cohort for NAPLAN. It is within this 
CSS2 context that Pam decided to implement test preparation without compromising 
her preferred flexible teaching and learning practices.  Specifically, Pam (CSS2 Yr5) 
expressed an intention to, and was observed adjusting past NAPLAN test questions 
to reflect real-life situations.  She was also observed to maintain her preferred mixed 
ability literacy and numeracy student grouping and consistently encouraged all 
students to become active participants in reciprocal test preparation activity.  Pam’s 
(CSS2 Yr5) flexible teaching methods encouraged students to take greater 
responsibility during test preparation as individuals and small groups took increasing 
control of their learning.  Her reciprocal practices indicated that teachers can be 
innovative in how they use past test materials to increase student agency during test 
preparation. 
An effect of including test preparation in collaborative activity is that teachers 
can maintain their preferred methods of instruction which align to the definition of 
Holton and Clarke’s (2006) reciprocal teaching and learning.  A likely outcome of 
maintaining reciprocal practices is a reduction of the amount of time a teacher 
allocates to expertly teaching test-taking and test-wise skills as a whole class activity. 
A consequence of maintaining reciprocal practices is that teachers can also 
encourage students to take greater control of learning thereby encouraging 
development of self-scaffolding skills. 
7.4 SELF-SCAFFOLDING IN THE CONTEXT OF PRE-NAPLAN 
ACTIVITY 
The role of ‘self’ within Holton and Clarke’s (2006) pedagogic model refers to 
a student’s ability to undertake new or more complex tasks and personally reflect on 
their developing knowledge and skills. It is different from the expert and reciprocal 
role in that self-scaffolded learning requires students to take full control within the 
teaching-learning cycle. Pam (CSS2 Yr5) encouraged her students to set personal 
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learning goals that extended their learning experiences.  She also encouraged them to 
be self-motivated and persistent in their pursuit of knowledge, understanding and 
skill development. According to Holton and Clarke (2006), when students are 
provided opportunity to take control by self-scaffolding their learning, their meta-
cognitive skills, required for problem-solving and problem-posing are enhanced.  As 
mentioned previously, Holton and Clarke (2006) advocate that “self-scaffolding is 
essentially the same as metacognition” (p. 139). Table 7.4 outlines the ‘self’ role in 
teaching and learning adopted from Holton and Clarke (2006). 
Table 7.4 
The ‘self’ role in teaching and learning 
Scaffolding 
type 
Scaffolding 
agent 
Instructional 
location 
Scaffolding domain 
Conceptual Heuristic 
Self Self – 
an individual 
provides own 
scaffolding when 
tackling any new 
problem/concept 
thereby having 
personal  
responsibility for 
learning. 
Interior – 
self regulated 
construction of 
knowledge 
 
Zone 5 
Student 
reflects on the 
justification 
of applying a 
specific 
procedure so 
as to evaluate 
its 
correctness. 
Zone 6 
Student 
describes 
knowledge 
development in 
terms that are 
less content-
specific and 
more related to 
generic 
problem 
solving 
strategies. 
(adopted from Holton and Clarke (2006)) 
Within Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model, when 
NAPLAN test preparation was prioritised, teacher participants, except for Pam 
(CSS2 Yr5), tended to emphasise expert instruction in efforts to explicitly prepare 
students for testing, rather than encourage students to self-scaffold.  It is for this 
reason that this section specifically examines Pam’s (CSS2 Yr5) practice of using 
past test materials as higher-order problem solving activity as well as her self-
professed challenge to develop student persistence to self-scaffold their own 
learning.  
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7.4.1 Test preparation as higher-order problem solving activity 
Test preparation materials can be implemented as higher-order problem solving 
activity when teachers are innovative in their use. As mentioned previously, Pam 
(CSS2 Yr5) provided verbal prompts for students to set personal learning goals at the 
beginning of observed everyday and NAPLAN preparation sessions.  She was also 
observed adjusting test preparation materials to reflect real-life problem solving 
situations during reciprocal activity (see section 7.3.3). Of import to this study is that 
Pam further adjusted her test preparation lesson focus to support her students’ 
particular interest in a specific concept (see section 6.3.3).  Arguably, Pam’s teaching 
methods promoted self-scaffolding skill development as defined by Holton and 
Clarke (2006).   
Pam’s (CSS2 Yr5) self-scaffolding practices appeared to be influenced by a 
commitment to encourage all students, regardless of academic ability, to take control 
of their own learning.  As mentioned throughout this cross-case analysis, teacher 
practices at CSS2 were influenced by a greater degree of autonomy compared with 
teacher practices at CSS1, which were regulated. Teacher autonomy allowed Pam 
(CSS2 Yr 5) to maintain her preferred flexible scaffolded pedagogic approach that 
acknowledged all her students as capable of independent learning.  Harlen (2006) 
argues that when students are provided with opportunity to personally select relevant 
strategies to solve problems they become aware of their own thinking.  An effect of 
implementing test preparation as a higher-order problem solving activity is that 
teachers can encourage students to self-scaffold their learning. Within Holton and 
Clarke’s (2006) definition of self-scaffolding, these skills are required for everyday 
life situations where solutions to problems require meta-cognitive thought.  Pam’s 
(CS2 Yr5) practice of consistently encouraging students to develop persistence to 
apply their metacognitive skills when faced with challenging standardised test 
problems was an important consideration for this study into the effects of NAPLAN 
on teacher practices.  
7.4.2 Encouraging student persistence to develop self-scaffolding skills during 
test preparation activity 
Teachers can encourage student persistence to develop self-scaffolding skills 
during test preparation activity.  Pam (CSS2 Yr5) claimed a professional challenge to 
develop student persistence in learning and was observed to provide consistent verbal 
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encouragement for students to persist when undertaking NAPLAN and non-
NAPLAN related problem solving activity. She also provided opportunity for 
students to share and self reflect on their learning at the end of everyday and test 
preparation sessions. 
An outcome of encouraging persistence in learning is that a teacher can provide 
opportunity for all students, regardless of their literacy and numeracy ability, to self-
scaffold as they undertake more challenging tasks, including test preparation 
requirements.  Another likely outcome is that students who persist during test 
preparation and on test days have potential to achieve at their best. Arguably, 
persistence within the teaching-learning cycle has potential to improve a student’s 
academic performance, including their NAPLAN test scores.  In an era of education 
reform in Australia, with NAPLAN the main measure of a school’s performance at 
national level, development of student self-scaffolding skills and persistence to strive 
to do their best appeared to be a major challenge facing Julie (CSS1 Y3), Rita (CSS1 
Yr5), Ken (CSS1 Yr7), Gloria (CSS2 Yr3) and Harris (CSS2 Yr7) who were placing 
increased emphasis on expertly instructing their students for NAPLAN.  
7.5 SUMMARY 
This study’s cross-case analysis of contextual distinctions at CSS1, a 
government P-7 school compared with CSS2, a non-government P-12 college, has 
revealed clear links between parent/carer background, student NAPLAN 
performance and subsequent allocation of Australian federal funding targeted at 
improving literacy and numeracy levels.  Specifically, the study identified that 
teacher participants at each case study site experienced different teaching conditions.  
CSS2 teachers experienced a degree of autonomy.  At CSS1, Julie’s (CSS1 Yr3) 
description of her teaching experiences as influenced by a “results driven domino 
effect” typifies tensions between her teaching practices and pedagogic regulation 
required by CSS1 school administrators who were accountable for additional 
Australian federal government education funding.  These different teaching 
conditions at each case study site were important considerations for this study’s 
exploration into:  
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What effect does standardised assessment (NAPLAN) have on the pedagogy of 
teachers who prepare students for NAPLAN tests in the context of two 
Queensland schools?  
Each Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 teacher participant at each case study site 
intended to, and were observed preparing their students for NAPLAN testing as 
recommended at the time of this study (Bligh, 2009; Masters, 2009).  Overall, 
teachers’ test preparation practices appeared to place greater emphasis on expert 
instruction in efforts to didactically teach test-taking and test-wise skills.  Didactic 
teaching to prepare Queensland Year 3 students for NAPLAN was apparently 
necessary as this is the first year level to experience this style of testing throughout 
Australia.  Expert instructive methods also appeared to be a consequence of using 
past standardised test papers and electronic test preparation materials as stimuli from 
which students were expected to accurately respond during whole class test 
preparation activity. Increased time allocated to expert instruction during test 
preparation at CSS1 was influenced by this site’s school administrator regulating 
practices targeting literacy and numeracy improvement.  Where teachers had more 
autonomy, like at CSS2, any increase in the amount of time allocated for expert 
instruction in efforts to prepare students for testing was a professional decision made 
by a teacher.   
Although teachers can apparently constrain their practices to expert instruction 
during whole class, stimulus-response test preparation sessions, this study found that 
student engagement during these sessions can be enhanced when teachers challenge 
students to complete higher level test materials. This is an important finding as it 
identifies the potential for teachers to increase student active participation while still 
maintaining full control of development of necessary tested content and procedural 
skills required for NAPLAN.  However, the study also found that teachers’ 
motivational strategies during these sessions tend to emphasise student ability to 
successfully respond to test questions, rather than target individual student progress.  
Motivational emphasis targeting NAPLAN success or failure has potential positive 
and negative impacts on student self-belief and personal identity (see section 2.2). 
Australia’s current education reform’s success or failure is being measured at a 
national level by schools’ NAPLAN results, published on the “My School” website 
(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c).  Where 
 Chapter 7: Cross-case Analysis 237 
NAPLAN performance in the past has been acknowledged as unsatisfactory by 
school administrators and/or teachers, or where test preparation has become a 
priority, there appeared to be a preference for determining students’ literacy and 
numeracy levels based on their ability to complete NAPLAN and additional site-
based standardised tests. The results from these tests appeared to be a preferred 
measure for teachers to use to stream their students into groups for reciprocal 
activity.  This affected collaborative learning in that priority was given to test 
preparation requirements during everyday literacy and numeracy groupwork.  The 
study also found that where teacher reciprocal practices are regulated, an apparent 
outcome was a further prioritising of test preparation for small groups of students 
considered capable of achieving within national minimum standards required for 
NAPLAN.  On the other hand, the study found that where teachers were provided a 
degree of autonomy, there was greater potential for the development of innovative 
reciprocal practices aimed at encouraging students to take greater control of learning 
during NAPLAN and non-NAPLAN activity. This is an important finding as it 
indicates that teachers can maintain flexible teaching methods during test preparation 
that align with Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model, adopted by 
this study to explore the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogy. 
This study’s cross-case analysis found that a teacher can provide opportunity 
for students to take full responsibility thereby self-scaffolding their own learning, 
including test preparation requirements.  This appeared to be a consequence of being 
provided a degree of autonomy as well as a teacher’s professional belief that their 
teaching methods were acknowledged as effective by school administrators.  
Findings arising from this study’s cross-case analysis are further discussed in 
Chapter 8.   
Chapter 8 will begin with a summary of this qualitative interpretative case 
study. The study’s purpose, aim, research question, theoretical framing, literature 
review, methodology and methods, data reporting, discussion and comparative 
analysis will be included in the summary.  Then, findings arising from this study into 
the effects of NAPLAN on teachers’ pedagogy will be discussed before 
recommendations are made.  The significance of this study’s findings and 
recommendations will be reported before identified limitations and directions for 
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future research are discussed. A summary of findings and recommendations conclude 
the final chapter. 
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Chapter 8: Findings, Recommendations and 
Conclusion 
INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 8 is the final chapter of this thesis.  Section 8.1 summarises the study 
since its commencement in 2006.  This section includes a review of the study’s 
purpose, aims, research question, literature review, theoretical framework, 
methodology and methods, case study reports, discussion and comparative analysis. 
Section 8.2 reports and discusses the findings of this study while section 8.3 outlines 
recommendations. Section 8.4 reviews the significance of the study’s findings and 
recommendations. The limitations of the study are presented in section 8.5 followed 
by section 8.6 that provides a final summary of findings and recommendations to 
conclude this thesis. 
8.1 SUMMARY OF THE STUDY 
At the time of this study, Years 3, 5 and 7 were considered part of Queensland 
education’s primary school setting. In 2006, as a teacher in a Queensland primary 
school, this study was motivated by three concerns arising from the implementation 
of Queensland state-based standardised assessment referred to as the “Year 3, 5 and 
7 Testing Program” (Y357TP) (Queensland Department of Education and the Arts, 
2006). The first concern centred on a perceived difference between my preferred 
pedagogic practices and standardised testing requirements. My practice was to 
regularly implement collaborative groupwork whereas the Y357TP required students 
to independently record written responses to questions on summative test papers.  
This particular testing program was conducted over three days which limited my 
preferred collaborative practices during this period.  
Second was concern for an apparent lack of alignment between school-based 
curricula planning and standardised test content. Specifically, the Y357TP tests 
included content that was not included in Year 3, 5 and 7 school-based curricula, 
which I used to inform my adjusted literacy and numeracy programmes for 
individual students and small groups. Third, there appeared to be increasing school 
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administrator interest in student performance in the Y357TP (Queensland 
Department of Education and the Arts, 2006). 
These three concerns provided motivation to explore the effects of standardised 
assessment on teacher practices. At the same time, an era of education reform in 
Australia was gaining momentum. For instance, in 2008, Queensland’s Y357TP 
(2006) was superseded by the National Assessment Program – Literacy and 
Numeracy (NAPLAN) (Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment 
Training and Youth Affairs, 2008a).  In response, this study’s aim was an exploration 
into the effects of standardised assessment (NAPLAN) on teacher pedagogy. 
In 2009, Australia’s federal government initiated the Smarter Schools National 
Partnership in Literacy and Numeracy (Australian Government Department of 
Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009). This government initiative 
provided additional education policy, funding and accountability requirements for 
schools where students had appeared to under-perform on NAPLAN testing.  Also in 
2009, teachers were advised to use past test materials for pre-NAPLAN test 
preparation activity (Masters, 2009). Test preparation in Queensland was supported 
by an increasing government focus on improving students’ literacy and numeracy 
levels (Bligh, 2009). Queensland students’ overall performances on NAPLAN 
appeared unsatisfactory compared with student performances in most other 
Australian States and Territories. However, there appeared to be minimal 
consideration for Queensland students being up to 11 months younger compared with 
student cohorts in other State and Territories in this country. In response to these 
wider NAPLAN related influences, this study aimed to explore teacher intentions 
and practices during a period when they would be conducting non-NAPLAN and 
NAPLAN preparation sessions. This period was the first term of Queensland’s 
school calendar year, beginning at the end of January and ending in mid-April, as 
well as the first two weeks of term two leading up to NAPLAN testing in May, 2010. 
A pilot was conducted during this period. 
By 2010, Australia’s education reform gained further momentum with the 
establishment of the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority 
(2010a).  This Authority endorsed the formulation of an Australian Curriculum: 
English, and Australian Curriculum: Mathematics, among other subjects.  These 
curricula were expected to supersede all State and Territory curricula throughout this 
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nation. In response, the study’s pilot focus on curriculum was removed as 
Queensland curricula were to be superseded by a national curriculum. Also, pilot 
data proved too broad to answer the study’s research question focussed on 
collaborative and non-collaborative teacher practices.  
In 2011, the study focussed its central aim on establishing teachers’ preferred 
practices compared with NAPLAN preparation requirements in an effort to 
illuminate what might be changing during everyday literacy and numeracy sessions. 
In particular, it aimed to examine two Year 3, two Year 5 and two Year 7 
Queensland teachers’ intentions and teaching practices prior to NAPLAN testing. 
The study was proving timely as it was being conducted during a period of education 
reform when various government policy initiatives were being formulated in efforts 
to improve teacher quality throughout the nation. In response, it became necessary to 
have an uncomplicated research question that allowed for an in-depth exploration 
into teachers’ emerging test preparation requirements and practices that were 
evolving due to government policy initiatives and school administrator literacy and 
numeracy priorities. The research question was: 
What effect does standardised assessment (NAPLAN) have on the pedagogy of 
teachers who prepare students for NAPLAN tests in the context of two 
Queensland schools?  
The study specifically focused on how teachers were adapting their collaborative and 
non-collaborative teaching methods to support NAPLAN requirements. A 
sociocultural perspective was chosen as the theoretical framework.   
The study’s theoretical perspective, outlined in Chapter 2, is based on 
sociocultural theories of learning that advocate all students have potential to develop 
higher cognitive functioning when provided opportunity to socially collaborate with 
a teacher and peers. This learning approach, founded on Vygotsky’s (1962, 1986) 
seminal work, proposes that a child’s language proficiency is developed through 
socially sharing cognitive thought.  According to Vygotsky (1962), social interaction 
underpins intellectual growth potential.  Rogoff (1990, 1999, 2008a) supports this 
and proposes an apprenticeship approach to teaching and learning.  This approach 
recommends teachers and students interact through guided participation and social 
partnering in efforts to develop higher cognitive functioning.  Similarly, Lave and 
Wenger (1991) propose that newcomers to a learning environment develop mastery 
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by participating in socially and culturally supportive activity within “communities of 
practice” (p. 55). Wertsch et al (1995) also support a notion that social participation 
in culturally supportive activity encourages students’ cognitive development. Yet 
another sociocultural perspective is that introduced by Wood et al (1976) who first 
suggested a notion of ‘scaffolding’ within the teaching-learning cycle.  Holton and 
Clarke (2006) adopt this term in their scaffolded pedagogic model. Their model 
recognises pedagogic methods such as expert instruction, reciprocal teaching and 
learning, and student self-scaffolding as valuable approaches to develop 
metacognition.   
Chapter 2 also reviewed assessment in terms of its effect on self-efficacy and 
learning engagement that impact student self identity and agency within teaching-
learning, with specific focus on possible effects of standardised assessment.  Then, 
standardised assessment and defined terminology associated with Australia’s 
National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (Australian Government 
Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009) was 
examined. A review of standardised assessment practices in the USA and UK 
revealed positive and negative impacts of this style of testing at an international 
level.  Within the context of Australia, education policies and procedures since the 
1820s revealed that government fiscal accountability due to economic depression has 
been a major driver for periods of increased emphasis on standardised assessment 
throughout this country’s education history.  This is consistent with current emphases 
on NAPLAN performance during yet another period of economic downturn in 
Australia and at a global level.  A review of literature also identified a significant gap 
in Australian research into any effects of standardised assessment, similar to 
NAPLAN, on teaching and learning in this country.  This is understandable given 
that current national mandating of standardised assessment, in the form of NAPLAN, 
is a first in Australia’s education history.  The study targets this research gap and has 
made an original Australian contribution to existing international research knowledge 
into the effects of standardised assessment on education systems.   
To further support the study’s theoretical framing, Chapter 3 provided a review 
of past Queensland curriculum syllabi, which revealed a 30 year history of 
sociocultural influence on literacy and numeracy teaching and learning in this State. 
Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model was then detailed to justify 
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its adoption for this study.  This pedagogic model underpinned the research question, 
data collection protocols, descriptive reporting, discussion and analysis.  
This study adopts Merriam’s (1998) qualitative interpretative case study 
methodology, described in Chapter 4.  This methodology was preferred above others 
as it supported the study’s examination of wider political, socio-economic and 
cultural impacts that can affect teacher practices.  These wider impacts were 
examined by sourcing relevant information from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
(2010) and NAPLAN related data on the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and 
Reporting Authority’s “My School” website (2010c).  Also examined were the 
Australian federal government’s  Smarter Schools National Partnership for Literacy 
and Numeracy (Australian Government Department of Education Employment and 
Workplace Relations, 2009) and site-based school policy, planning and assessment 
practices and priorities. 
The study accessed two education sites; i] a state government P-7 primary 
school (CSS1), and ii] a non-government P-12 college (CSS2). A Year 3, a Year 5, 
and a Year 7 teacher were sourced at each case study site. Three months of data 
collection was undertaken to conduct teacher interviews and complete multiple 
classroom observations of non-NAPLAN and NAPLAN activity at each case study 
site. Final focus groups were conducted after NAPLAN results were reported in 
November, 2011.  A particularistic, descriptive and heuristic research approach, as 
defined by Merriam (1998) was adopted.  As data were collected, they were 
immediately transcribed and returned to the participant for member checking, then 
categorised into Holton and Clarke’s (2006) three teaching methods of expert, 
reciprocal and self-scaffolding.  
Within each case study site, teachers’ expressed intentions and observed 
actions were analysed, with emergent themes descriptively reported and 
comparatively discussed. Chapter 5 reported and comparatively discussed CSS1’s 
contextual influences and participants’ perceptions, beliefs, intentions and practices. 
Chapter 6 similarly reported and discussed CSS2.  A constant comparative analytic 
approach, similar to that proposed by Glaser and Strauss (Glaser, 1965; Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967) was applied to the study’s data with multiple data sets triangulated to 
increase validity of the findings.  Contextual influences, teacher intentions and 
practices, at both case study sites, were then compared and analysed to discover 
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comparable relationships and any differences.  The cross-case analysis identified 
how NAPLAN preparation requirements were impacting on teacher participants’ 
expert, reciprocal and self-scaffolding methods.  The study’s findings have been 
released during a period when Australian “education ministers have ordered an 
investigation into ‘excessive test preparation’ by schools trying to boost their 
NAPLAN test scores” (Bita, 2012). Also, the latest claim by the Australian 
Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority is that “NAPLAN tests are not 
tests students can ‘prepare’ for” (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 
Authority, 2011h). 
8.2 FINDINGS 
There are four main findings arising from this study into the effects of 
NAPLAN on teacher pedagogy at two Queensland schools: 
1. In CSS1 where additional funding was provided under the “Smarter 
Schools Partnership – Literacy and Numeracy” (Australian Government 
Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009) 
teacher practices were regulated by school administrators to employ a 
predominantly instructive pedagogy, described as the “expert role” by 
Holton and Clarke (2006), thus limiting “reciprocal” and “self” scaffolding 
teaching methods.  
2. Taking the expert role during test preparation limited the range of 
activities teachers reported employing in their everyday practices to build 
student agency, thus creating inconsistencies between their stated beliefs 
that learning is socially and culturally constructed, and their practices 
during NAPLAN preparation. 
3. Contrary to previous practices where a complex range of information was 
used to group students for collaborative activity, standardised testing 
became the basis for streaming students into literacy and numeracy 
groupings for pre-NAPLAN activity. 
4. In CSS2 where teacher practices were not influenced by the “Smarter 
Schools Partnership – Literacy and Numeracy” funding initiative 
(Australian Government Department of Education Employment and 
Workplace Relations, 2009) there was more evidence during collaborative 
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NAPLAN preparation periods of student participation in problem-solving 
tasks and self-scaffolding activity, which Holton and Clarke (2006) 
advocate for the development of higher order cognitive skills.   
8.2.1 Regulating teacher practices to instructive pedagogy  
At the time of this study into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher pedagogy at 
two Queensland schools, CSS1 was provided additional education funding under the 
Smarter Schools Partnership – Literacy and Numeracy (Australian Government 
Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009) due to 
unsatisfactory NAPLAN results reported for this school since 2008. This study found 
that as a consequence of CSS1 school administrators being accountable for additional 
federal government funding which targeted literacy and numeracy improvement, 
teacher practices in Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 were regulated such that a 
predominantly instructive teaching approach was employed. In Year 3 Julie (CSS1 
Yr3) described NAPLAN as having an “extremely results driven...domino effect”; 
Rita (CSS1 Yr5) proposed “there’s no differentiation where the NAPLAN test is 
concerned” and Ken (CSS1 Yr7) suspected an “underlying element” of NAPLAN. 
Specifically, CSS1 teachers were taking greater control during test preparation to 
expertly instruct all students in the same manner, rather than using a repertoire of 
teaching methods designed to encourage students to become agents of their own 
learning.  This finding supports Bruner’s (1996) proposition that explicit teaching of 
basic facts, rules and principles required to pass a particular test tends to reflect 
traditional didactic instruction of content knowledge and procedural skills. Overall, a 
one size fits all conception of test-preparation was evident at CSS1 as teachers used 
specific test preparation material for whole class and small group stimulus-response 
activity. 
At CSS2, a school not included in the Smarter Schools Partnership – Literacy 
and Numeracy (Australian Government Department of Education Employment and 
Workplace Relations, 2009) any emphasis on instructive methods was only evident 
where additional test preparation materials were required to be completed prior to 
NAPLAN testing in Gloria’s Year 3 classroom, or where test preparation time 
allocation was reduced to two weeks prior to testing by Harris who taught 
mathematics for two Year 7 cohorts. The point here is that any emphasis on 
instructive teaching methods can restrict students from social participation while 
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working together in collaborative activity, which is reported Holton and Clarke 
(2006) and others to build student agency. This is inconsistent with social and 
cultural perspectives that have underpinned Queensland’s literacy and numeracy 
teaching practices for over 30 years (see section 3.1).  It is also inconsistent with 
Holton and Clarke’s (2006) proposal that teachers should implement collaborative 
methods that increase rather than restrict student agency within the teaching-learning 
cycle.  
8.2.2 Instructive pedagogy restricted student agency during test preparation 
Lave and Wenger (1991) propose that restricting student participation to the 
peripheral edges of a community of practice limits social interaction which in turn 
restricts students from becoming full participating members of a learning 
community. The study found that although teachers at both case study sites expressed 
beliefs that social experiences enhanced teaching and learning, and were observed 
during everyday sessions employing a range of socially supportive activities, 
students were positioned as peripheral participants rather than fully participating 
members during NAPLAN test preparation sessions.  Specifically, teachers took sole 
responsibility within the role of ‘expert’ to explicitly teach tested content and skills 
thereby situating students as passive learners during NAPLAN activity. This 
approach to test preparation reflects McMillan’s (2008) suggestion that for 
standardised assessment methods to be “fair” it “makes sense to teach to the test” 
with pedagogic emphasis placed on “teaching students the content and skills that will 
be assessed” (p. 59). 
In the context of NAPLAN test preparation in Queensland, teachers have been 
recommended by Masters (2009) to prepare students for standardised testing using 
previous test materials that required literacy and numeracy knowledge and skills to 
be demonstrated through correct responses to multiple choice questions or short 
written responses.  This study found that where teachers were implementing a one 
size fits all, teaching to the test approach during NAPLAN test preparation, minimal 
consideration was given for alternative collaborative methods, such as reciprocal and 
self-scaffolding approaches espoused by Holton and Clarke (2006) to enhance 
student agency. Specifically, students were not encouraged by teachers to display 
knowledge and skills in alternative ways when completing NAPLAN test preparation 
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materials. Teachers predominantly encouraged students to accurately complete 
standardised test questions with correct answers acknowledged. 
Banks and Woolfson (2008), among others (see section 2.2) propose that 
motivating students to achieve on a particular test, which for this study was 
NAPLAN, promotes positive identity in students who achieve within required 
national minimum standards but negatively impacts on students who achieve below 
expected standards. The study found that although teachers promoted personal 
progress within a broader range of knowledge and skills during everyday practices, 
during NAPLAN test preparation motivation strategies acknowledged students who 
displayed ability to correctly respond to standardised test questions. Standardised 
assessment results were also becoming the dominant method to inform teachers 
about how to allocate students to literacy and numeracy groups for collaborative 
activity. 
8.2.3 Standardised assessment as the dominant method to inform literacy and 
numeracy groupwork 
Within the context of Australian education, the Melbourne Declaration on 
Educational Goals for Young Australians advocates that teachers include assessment 
practices ‘as’ learning, ‘for’ learning and ‘of’ learning to inform their practices 
(Australian  Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training and Youth 
Affairs, 2009).  The study found that rather than drawing on a complex range of 
assessment modes and assessment information to inform practice generally and more 
specifically to group students collaboratively, teachers were predominantly using 
NAPLAN results and other site-based standardised test scores to stream students into 
literacy and numeracy ability groups for reciprocal activity. This reinforces 
Broadfoot’s (1996) notion that such contexts for learning are “measurement-driven” 
by assessment content and procedures that emphasise specific learning outcomes. 
According to Holton and Clarke (2006), when students take more 
responsibility for their learning, student agency within the teaching-learning cycle 
increases which in turn encourages problem solving and self-scaffolding skills 
development. At CSS1, teachers claimed that school administrator advice was to 
specifically teach gaps in students’ tested content and procedural knowledge which a 
Deputy Principal had identified through analysis of past NAPLAN and other site-
based standardised test scores.  School administrator advice also included teachers’ 
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using standardised test score analyses to stream students into similar literacy and 
numeracy ability groups for per-NAPLAN reciprocal activity. CSS1 teachers were 
expected to provide additional test preparation support for those student groups who 
had been identified as falling just below minimum NAPLAN requirements and were 
therefore considered capable of achieving within national minimum standards.  
There was no evidence of similar teacher regulating practices at CSS2 where 
school administrators were not accountable for additional federal government 
funding targeting literacy and numeracy improvement. CSS2 teachers had greater 
autonomy to make professional decisions regarding test preparation requirements for 
their students compared with CSS1 teachers who experienced less autonomy due to 
their practices being regulated. 
8.2.4 Student participation in collaborative test preparation problem solving 
tasks and self-scaffolding activity  
CSS2 was not included in the “Smarter Schools Partnership – Literacy and 
Numeracy” funding initiative (Australian Government Department of Education 
Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009). The study found that during 
collaborative NAPLAN preparation sessions at CSS2, there was more evidence of 
student participation in problem-solving and self-scaffolding activity compared with 
CSS1 teacher test preparation practices.  In particular, Pam, a Year 5 teacher at CSS2 
exemplified how teachers can resist external pressures that reduce teaching to a one 
size fits all, teach to the test approach during specific NAPLAN related activity. This 
finding acknowledges reciprocal problem solving and self-scaffolding, advocated by 
Holton and Clarke (2006) to enhance student participation in higher order cognitive 
activity, as important pedagogic scaffolds during everyday and test preparation 
sessions.   
This study into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher practices found that where a 
teacher implemented a scaffolded teaching-learning approach during NAPLAN 
activity pedagogic practices were consistent with the Melbourne Declaration on 
Educational Goals for Young Australians second goal that states “successful 
learners... are able to plan activities independently, collaborate, work in teams and 
communicate ideas” as well as “solve problems in ways that draw upon a range of 
learning areas” (Australian Ministerial Council on Education Employment Training 
and Youth Affairs, 2008c, p. 9). Specifically, Pam (CSS2 Yr5) maintained a 
 Chapter 8: Findings, Recommendations and Conclusion 249 
balanced scaffolded approach during pre-NAPLAN activity by developing 
innovative, engaging and flexible ways of including NAPLAN requirements into 
preferred literacy and numeracy practices. At the time of this study teachers 
throughout Australia were preparing to be judged according to student NAPLAN 
performance as one indicator of pedagogic quality outlined in the National 
Professional Standards for Teachers (Australian Institute for Teaching and School 
Leadership, 2011b). How students are being effectively prepared for NAPLAN 
testing has potential to become an important consideration for Australian teachers 
seeking professional acknowledgement as quality pedagogues in efforts to gain 
additional remuneration. 
In summary, this study into the effects of NAPLAN on pedagogic practices of 
Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 teachers who were preparing students for 2011 NAPLAN 
testing at two Queensland schools identified four main findings. The first finding 
identified that contextual influences impacting on teacher practices placed emphasis 
on instructive teaching methods whereby teachers were taking on the role of ‘expert’ 
as outlined in Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model, to explicitly 
teach tested content and procedural knowledge in efforts to prepare students for 
NAPLAN. Second, a dominance of expert instruction during test preparation was 
inconsistent with teachers’ reported beliefs that acknowledged social and cultural 
constructs were valued in everyday collaborative practices to enhance student 
agency. The third finding identified that assessment of learning, such as NAPLAN 
and other site-based standardised testing, was becoming the main basis upon which 
students were being streamed into similar literacy and numeracy ability groups for 
reciprocal pre-NAPLAN activity.  Lastly, the study found that where contextual 
influences were not impacted by an emphasis on test preparation requirements, as in 
Pam’s Year 5 classroom at CSS2, there was more student participation in 
collaborative test preparation that encouraged collaborative problem solving and self-
scaffolding activity. Given this study’s four findings, the next section outlines 
recommendations which target continued development of knowledge, understanding 
and skills relevant to NAPLAN. 
8.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study targets an Australian research gap regarding the effects of 
standardised assessment (NAPLAN) on teacher pedagogy by exploring a Year 3, 
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Year 5 and Year 7 teacher from each of two Queensland schools.  It took place in an 
era of Australian education reform aimed at improving students’ literacy and 
numeracy knowledge and skills. The reform was particularly relevant for Queensland 
where past student NAPLAN performance had been consistently lower than most 
other Australian States and Territories since 2008. The study acknowledged age 
differences between students in class groups across Australia, with Queensland 
students comparatively younger than their peers in other Australian States and 
Territories. The study also acknowledged the Australian federal government’s 
National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) as an influential 
assessment tool being used to measure education quality across the nation 
(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2011h).   
Since 2008, the Australian federal government has formulated a variety of 
initiatives using NAPLAN as a performance measuring tool (see section 1.6). These 
government initiatives targeted improvement in teaching and learning performance 
and equity.  In 2011, Australian federal government initiatives recommended that 
NAPLAN should no longer be regarded as the main performance measure of 
Australia’s education system (Gonski, et al., 2011).  There was also growing concern 
regarding NAPLAN test preparation practices (Australian Curriculum Assessment 
and Reporting Authority, 2011h; Bita, 2012). This study acknowledged these 
evolving Australian federal government education initiatives and has therefore made 
five recommendations regarding the effects of NAPLAN on the pedagogic practices 
of teachers who prepare students for NAPLAN testing. 
1. Develop greater awareness of advantages and constraints of NAPLAN on 
teacher practices. 
2. Conduct longitudinal studies of learning contexts and pedagogic practices 
that enhance literacy and numeracy development across culturally diverse 
student populations. 
3. Conduct studies that identify literacy and numeracy assessment tools based 
on assessment ‘as’, ‘for’ and ‘of’ learning. 
4. Explore the effects of NAPLAN on teacher practices at ‘similar’ schools. 
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5. Investigate any effects of NAPLAN on other educational stakeholders 
including school administrators, other year level teachers, parents/carers 
and students. 
8.3.1 Develop greater awareness of advantages and constraints of NAPLAN on 
teacher practices  
Wertsch, et. al (1995) argue that central to sociocultural research is the need for 
greater awareness of how “cultural tools” (p. 21), which in this study was NAPLAN,  
can advantage and yet constrain professional practice. Greater knowledge, 
understanding and skills regarding NAPLAN is necessary if teachers are to continue 
to promote advantages and mediate constraints of this style of standardised testing on 
teaching and learning. For example, Australian school administrators and teachers, 
particularly those in schools funded by the Smarter Schools Partnership – Literacy 
and Numeracy (Australian Government Department of Education Employment and 
Workplace Relations, 2009), may benefit from greater awareness of the impacts of 
regulating teachers’ practices aimed at improving literacy and numeracy levels.  
This study adopted Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model to 
examine how teachers were adjusting their everyday practices in response to test 
preparation requirements (see section 3.2).  This model was useful as an analytic tool 
as it identified teachers’ use of a range of methods including expert instruction, 
reciprocal teaching and learning and student self-scaffolding. Therefore, adoption of 
Holton and Clarke’s (2006) scaffolded pedagogic model is recommended for future 
research into any effects of education assessment methods on teaching practices. 
Similar to Holton and Clarke (2006), the Australian federal government 
education initiatives promote a balanced, flexible teaching-learning approach. For 
example, the Australian Curriculum places emphasis on “students managing their 
own learning to be self-sufficient; working harmoniously with others; being open to 
ideas, opinions and texts from and about diverse cultures; and returning to tasks to 
improve and enhance their work” (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting 
Authority, 2011b). Therefore, teachers would benefit from greater awareness of a 
repertoire of teaching strategies that encourage students to collaborate with peers and 
take greater control of learning during pre-NAPLAN activity. Studies are now 
necessary to explore how teachers are supporting literacy and numeracy development 
for culturally diverse student populations. 
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8.3.2 Conduct longitudinal studies of literacy and numeracy learning contexts 
and pedagogic practices that support student cultural diversity 
Promoting learning contexts and pedagogic practices that enhance literacy and 
numeracy development across culturally diverse student populations is timely given 
Australia’s rising immigration population and recognition of this country’s 
Indigenous population as traditional owners who hold unique cultural perspectives. 
Longitudinal studies are now recommended to explore how teachers are developing 
pedagogic flexibility to support individual student’s social and cultural interests 
while encouraging all students to persist in taking greater control of learning.  
Research into how teachers are adjusting their practices to encourage culturally 
diverse students to fully engage in NAPLAN requirements would further target the 
Australian literature gap indentified by this study into the effects of standardised 
assessment on teacher practices.  Teachers may also benefit from development of a 
variety of assessment practices that allow students to display their literacy and 
numeracy development in alternative ways. 
8.3.3 Identify literacy and numeracy assessment tools based on ‘as’, ‘for’ and 
‘of’ learning  
This study defined NAPLAN as assessment ‘of’ learning (see section 2.3). 
Teachers, particularly early career teachers whose practices have been largely 
influenced by NAPLAN as the dominant assessment tool of learning, would benefit 
from developing greater knowledge, understanding and skills regarding assessment 
methods including assessment ‘as’ and ‘for’ learning. According the Melbourne 
Declaration on educational goals for young Australians (Australian Ministerial 
Council on Education Employment Training and Youth Affairs, 2008c) these 
assessment methods provide greater opportunity for students to display literacy and 
numeracy development in alternative ways that are not restricted to multiple choice 
questioning or short written answer responses, as in NAPLAN. Also recommended is 
an exploration into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher practices at “similar” 
Australian schools (Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 
2010c).  
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8.3.4 Explore the effects of NAPLAN on teacher practices at “similar” 
Australian schools  
This study into the effects of NAPLAN on teacher pedagogy accessed two 
different schools that were not categorised as ‘similar’ according to the Australian 
Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (2010c). Although contextual 
differences are important considerations when comparing teacher practices in 
response to NAPLAN test preparation, it is now recommended that research be 
undertaken into how NAPLAN may be affecting teacher practices at ‘similar’ 
schools.  A study of this type would further illuminate advantages and constraints of 
NAPLAN on teachers who teach “students from statistically similar backgrounds” 
(Australian Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c).   
In particular, it is timely to further examine the effectiveness of additional 
literacy and numeracy action planning, pedagogic coaching and increased site-based 
standardised testing at similar schools included in the Smarter Schools Partnership – 
Literacy and Numeracy (Australian Government Department of Education 
Employment and Workplace Relations, 2009).  Such a study could include any 
effects of Australian federal and State government performance-based incentives for 
teachers working in these similarly categorised schools (Australian Government 
Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011). It is also 
recommended that other education stakeholders be provided an opportunity to share 
their perceptions, beliefs and actions in response to NAPLAN requirements. 
8.3.5 Investigate effects of NAPLAN on other Australian education stakeholders  
This study targeted an Australian literature gap regarding the effects of 
NAPLAN on teacher practices. It is now recommended that other educational 
stakeholders, including school administrators, other year level teachers, 
parents/carers and students be encouraged to participate in future NAPLAN related 
research. This would give ‘voice’ to these important education stakeholders and 
provide broader insights into how NAPLAN may be effecting Australia’s education 
quality which is espoused to be in decline when compared with other countries 
(Thomson, et al., 2011). 
To summarise, this study into the effects of standardised assessment 
(NAPLAN) on teacher pedagogy at two Queensland schools has made five 
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recommendations. The first recommendation targeted development of greater 
awareness of NAPLAN related advantages and constraints on teacher practices.  The 
second recommended longitudinal studies be conducted of literacy and numeracy 
contexts and practices aimed at supporting culturally diverse student populations 
throughout Australia. Third, it has been recommended that literacy and numeracy 
assessment tools based on ‘as’, ‘for’ and ‘of’ learning be identified and promoted as 
all useful to inform teacher practices.  The fourth recommendation targeted 
exploration into how teachers at Australian schools identified as “similar” may be 
effected by NAPLAN requirements (Australian Curriculum Assessment and 
Reporting Authority, 2010c).  Lastly, recommendation has been made for future 
NAPLAN related studies to include other education stakeholders.  Such studies 
would provide broader perspective into how this standardised assessment regime 
continues to affect Australia’s education quality.     
8.4 SIGNIFICANCE OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The study examines, from a sociocultural perspective, the effects of 
standardised assessment (NAPLAN) on the pedagogy of teachers who prepared 
students for NAPLAN testing at two Queensland schools. The findings and 
recommendations arising from this study are significant in three ways.   
First, this study’s findings and recommendations are situated in the unique 
Australian context. The study makes reference to the education initiatives of federal 
and state governments as they developed in line with the evolving Australian 
education reform agenda. Within the context of NAPLAN, this political reform 
agenda will continue to affect teacher practices. The study’s findings and 
recommendations aim to explain potential negative impacts of NAPLAN while 
illustrating how this assessment regime can advantage teacher practices in literacy 
and numeracy development. This study makes a significant original contribution by 
focusing on the Australian context and has added to an internationally rich 
knowledge base into the effects of standardised assessment on education.  
Second, the study’s findings and recommendations reflect the wider political, 
social, and economic contexts of two schools in Queensland, Australia; a government 
P-7 state primary school compared with a non-government P-12 college.  The study 
is therefore not restricted to one Australian education sector. Also, the study’s 
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findings and recommendations acknowledge contextual conditions inclusive of 
government literacy and numeracy initiatives as well as site-based parent/carer 
backgrounds, student NAPLAN performance and school administrator practices and 
priorities.  These conditions have helped to explain how different contextual 
influences impacted on classroom teacher practices in different ways. 
Third, this study’s findings and recommendations are specific to classroom 
teacher practices aimed at supporting students’ literacy and numeracy development 
with consideration given to each case study site’s different contextual conditions. 
Specifically, a Year 3, a Year 5 and a Year 7 teacher at a government school, and a 
Year 3 Year 5 and Year 7 teacher at a non-government school have taken this 
research opportunity to share their perceptions, beliefs, challenges and pedagogic 
practices during NAPLAN and non-NAPLAN activity.   
8.5 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
Although this study has made an original Australian contribution to a rich 
international body of research into the effects of standardised assessment on 
education, it is not without its limitations.  Identified limitations included sample 
size, the limiting of participants to specific year levels and the restriction of 
classroom observations to a period leading up to NAPLAN testing in May. 
In 2010, the pilot included more participants than the study’s data collection in 
2011.  However, piloted interview responses and classroom observations did not 
effectively answer the research question.  In 2011, the study was refined and sample 
size reduced to one Year 3, one Year 5 and one Year 7 teacher participant at each 
case study site.  Although all Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 teachers at each case study 
were invited to participate in the study, the smaller sample size restricted opportunity 
for all interested teachers to be included.   
Limiting sample size also restricted other teachers in other year levels from 
sharing their perceptions and beliefs regarding the effects of NAPLAN on their 
practices.  Their inclusion would have illuminated any effects of NAPLAN in other 
year levels.  Another limitation of the study was conducting classroom observations 
during pre-NAPLAN activity. 
NAPLAN testing has been conducted in May each year throughout Australia 
since 2008.  The study’s data collection was limited to a period prior to NAPLAN 
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testing.  Not only did this restrict the time allocated for classroom observations, it 
also limited teacher participants from sharing their preferred practices over a longer 
period after NAPLAN testing. Classroom observations after NAPLAN testing had 
potential to illuminate how NAPLAN may or may be affecting teachers’ everyday 
literacy and numeracy practices once testing was completed.  
8.6 CONCLUSION 
Four main findings arising from the implementation of NAPLAN that were 
affecting teacher practices at two Queensland schools emerged from this study.  The 
first finding illustrated how teacher pedagogies were being affected by contextual 
influences during pre-NAPLAN requirements. The second finding identified effects 
of an emphasis on the role of expert teacher instructor, as defined by Holton and 
Clarke (2006), during whole class NAPLAN preparation activity.  The third 
indentified standardised summative testing as the dominant assessment practice 
above formative methods to inform teacher and student reciprocal activity with test 
preparation prioritised during collaborative groupwork.  The fourth finding signified 
how pre-NAPLAN activity can promote student self-scaffolding when teachers are 
provided professional autonomy to become innovative in how they use NAPLAN 
test questions as higher-cognitive problem solving tasks.  This study’s findings 
informed five recommendations regarding the effects of NAPLAN on Australian 
education practices. 
Australia’s education system has been identified as above average when 
compared to other international education systems but is proposed by Thomson et al 
(2011) to be declining.  This study’s recommendations targeted continued 
development of knowledge, understanding and pedagogic skills to support 
NAPLAN’s positive effects whilst mediating any negative effects arising from this 
standardised testing regime. Recommendation was then made to promote pedagogic 
practices that enhance literacy and numeracy learning contexts for culturally diverse 
student populations; a reality in schools throughout Australia. Promoting alternative 
assessment practices as valuable to informing teacher practices was also 
recommended as was a need to explore pedagogies at ‘similar’ schools (Australian 
Curriculum Assessment and Reporting Authority, 2010c).  Finally, recommendation 
was made to examine the effects of NAPLAN on a broader range of teachers, school 
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administrators, parents/carers and students in efforts to continue to reduce the 
Australian research literature gap in this field of study.   
Promotion of teacher quality is an important consideration given Australian 
teachers will compete for additional remuneration in 2014 (Australian Government 
Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relations, 2011). This study 
illuminated effects of NAPLAN on six teachers who were preparing students for 
Year 3, Year 5 and Year 7 2011 NAPLAN testing at two Queensland schools. The 
study was a first of its kind in Queensland, Australia.  Therefore, recommendations 
have proposed that more research into the effects of NAPLAN throughout this 
country is now necessary.  
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Appendices 
Appendix A: Interview protocol 
Date:  
Time of interview:  
Interviewer: Donna Ward 
Interviewee pseudonym:  
Position of interviewee:  
 
Description of project:  Thank-you for sharing your time with me today.  The 
purpose of this study is to explore the effects of standardised assessment, NAPLAN, 
on pedagogic practices. This study seeks to enquire into your ideal pedagogic 
practices as compared to enacted NAPLAN test preparation requirements, with data 
collected from this initial interview, NAPLAN and non-NAPLAN classroom 
observations, and a final focus group session.  All data will remain confidential in 
that your name and classroom will be numbered, not named, and all transcripts 
coded. Any identifying features on documents will be erased/obscured.   
This interview will take approximately 30 minutes. Questions will focus specifically 
on your teaching and learning strategies. Please read the consent form and ask any 
questions before signing.  
Turn on digital audio device –  
Gender: 
Years of teaching experience: 
Year levels taught: 
Past experience with NAPLAN: 
1. Describe your everyday teaching and learning practices for literacy and 
numeracy. 
2. What do you consider to be the most important aspects of your approach? 
3. When dealing with standardised testing, do you change your approach? (If 
so) ask why? 
 282 Appendices 
4. How valuable do you regard standardised assessment to be for improving 
student learning? 
5. Do you believe that teachers should take a different approach to teaching 
literacy with different ability groups? 
6.  (If response to Q5 is yes) Are there any difficulties you see in preparing 
students for NAPLAN differently from your usual everyday approach? 
7. Describe your teaching and learning approach to preparing students for 
NAPLAN testing? 
8. What resources are you intending to use to prepare students for upcoming 
NAPLAN testing? 
9. Do the resources make a difference to the way you approach your 
teaching? 
10. What motivational strategies do you use to encourage students to do their 
best in the everyday practices of literacy and numeracy teaching? 
11. Describe any differences in the way you might motivate your students to 
do well in NAPLAN 
12. What challenges do you face as you strive to prepare ALL students for 
NAPLAN test requirements?  
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Appendix B: Observation protocol example 
Setting:  
Description of: 
People 
Girls -  
Boys –  
1 female teacher 
Setting 
Incentive board (Boys V Girls; Teacher V class) 
Electronic whiteboard 
Persuasive language resources in tub on shelf 
QCATS persuasive student booklet 
First fleet non-fiction books on back shelf. 
No smoking posters 
Varied math posters (symbols, factions, angles, place value, roman numerals, flip 
turn slide) 
Teacher math resources on shelf. 
Class set of dictionaries 
 
Activities 
varied 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Observer:  
Role of observer: Non-contact 
Date and time: 
 
Length of observation:  
Scaffolding 
type 
Expert 
Reciprocal 
self 
Scaffolding 
domain 
E1         E2 
R3         R4 
S5         S6 
Time 
Sequence 
Duration Observation notes 
Theme/code/ 
Reflection 
E 1-2 8:50 Homework marking – Teacher reads out homework question and calls out answer.  Teacher models on whiteboard and 
verbalises procedure to calculate.  Provides verbal praise for correct answers.  Teacher requests all questions at end of 
marking session.  Teacher uses open ended questions – What do you have to know first?  Calls on students to verbalise 
their developing understanding.  True False closed questions.  Requests students to mark and give a score.  Teacher walks 
around room checking student work.  
Content 
17 mins 
100% 
E 2 8:57 Teacher calls for questions.  Teacher verbalises and models correct procedure.  Calls on a student to act as expert, 
verbalising her content knowledge of procedure.  Teacher calls on another student to do the same.  Students sit quietly and 
listen and watch teacher.  “What am I going to do next?”  Teacher checks on strategy use.  Teacher calls on another 
student to share his alternative strategy.  Students sit quietly and listen to peers while teacher models on white board. 
B B 
Des
k 
sh
elf 
shelf 
sh
elf 
sin
k
 
whiteboards 
B G 
B 
 G 
B 
G G 
B 
B 
G B 
B 
B 
G 
G 
B 
B B 
B B 
G 
G B G 
B 
B 
B 
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E 2 9:04 Teacher requests students write down a concept that they need more work on.  Teacher calls on students to share what they 
are going to keep working on.  Teacher requests pack away 9:06 
E 1 9:07 Everyday book – Spelling – Teacher calls out spelling word and students write it on a whiteboard.  Students take out 
personal spelling journal to record words.   Teacher provides explicit instructions for next activity.  Previous state-based 
spelling test question (2004) .  Teacher has test paper hidden in another book – has changed question slightly to give it 
more real life context. 
Instructions 
6 mins 
27% 
E 2 9:13 Teacher scribes a sentence on the board, copied from a book.  Teacher calls for dictionaries.  Students work independently 
to complete task.  Teacher uses open ended questioning to encourage students to share prior knowledge.  “What do you 
know about...”  Teacher requests students use a dictionary to locate correct spelling.  Student acts as expert, reading out 
dictionary answer.  Another student acts as expert sharing content knowledge.  Teacher remains at the front of the class 
scribing student knowledge.  “Why is your word correct?”   
Prior 
knowledge 
13 mins 
59% 
E 1-2 9:26 Teacher talks about elimination of questions.  Reflects on “Who wants to be a millionaire” and models eliminating a 
possible answer.  Teacher calls on a student to evaluate his developing knowledge.  Teacher calls on another student to 
share his developing understanding. He and his group display an interest in homophones 
T as expert 
3 mins 
13% 
E 1,2 9:29 Teacher provides explicit instructions for a group spelling game and calls on students to share prior knowledge from a 
past lesson on homophones that the students appear interested to revisit.  Discusses what resources to use.  Teacher gives 
an example. 
Instructions 
3 mins 
10% 
 
E - R 
1,2,3 9:32 Teacher provides time management for game.  Students initially work independently as teacher walks slowly around the 
room providing individual assistance.  Provides verbal praise to individuals.  Some students begin working with 
neighbour.  Some students working independently.  Teacher providing guidance and modelling to one student.  Groups 
begin discussing their homophone lists.  Teacher continues to move slowly from group to group, providing individual 
praise and ‘cheating’ – taking words from one group and sharing with others.  Teacher continues to provide individual 
assistance, verbal clues and individual praise.  Some students working independently while others are collaborating 
within their group. Teacher calls on more competent peer to help less competent peer in group.   
Adjusted 
pedagogy 
11 mins 
36% 
E - R 1-2-3 9:43 Teacher calls on students to count up their groups of words.  Students are checking neighbours.  Teacher calls for attention 
by using clapping.  Teacher moves to front of class.  Students put hands up to share their work with class.  Students share 
their answers and teacher scribes on board.  What did you find?  How did you spell it?  Teacher calls for hands up to check 
their answers.  Teacher continues to call on students to share their answering, acting as experts as teacher scribes on 
boards.  Verbal praise for dictionary use.  Teacher consistently calls on students to act as expert.  Verbal praise for whole 
class and pack away instructions 
Students as 
experts 
10 mins 
31% 
E 2 9:53 End of session – teacher provides overview of session – What new words or meanings have we learnt?  Students sit and 
listen and share. Students off to music 9:59 
T as expert 
7 mins 
23% 
(Adapted from Holton and Clarke’s (2006) Scaffolding types, agents, locations and domains) 
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Appendix C: Focus group email 
 
Email - Hi from Donna Ward 
 
 
Donna Ward 
Sent: Sunday, 13 November 2011 4:35 PM 
 
 
 
Hi all, 
 
I do hope this email finds you well albeit working hard toward final reporting. As part of my 
research, I am writing to offer you all a final opportunity to meet together to share how your 
year has panned out. I am available any afternoon and will pre-book a table just as soon as 
we can schedule a mutually agreeable time. The following dates might help with 
synchronising our diaries –  
 
Wednesday 16th Nov - 3:30 - 4pm 
Friday 18th Nov - 3:30 - 4pm  
Monday 21st Nov - 3:30 - 4pm 
Wednesday 23rd Nov - 3:30 - 4pm 
Thursday 24th Nov - 3:30 - 4pm 
 
Obviously I will have a small NAPLAN agenda for discussion. I am particularly interested in 
your insights regarding:  
 
1. What you would do the same for NAPLAN test preparation next year? (Why?) 
2. What you would alter in your current test preparation approach and practices? (Why?) 
3. What will you never attempt again as you prepare students for NAPLAN? (Why?) 
 
I do hope we can all catch up soon. 
 
Best wishes 
 
Donna Ward 
PhD candidate/liaison academic, Queensland University of Technology (QUT), Kelvin Grove, QLD  
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Appendix D: Participant Information Sheet and Consent Form 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION for  
QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 
 
“The effects of standardised assessment (NAPLAN) on pedagogy in the 
context of primary classrooms in Queensland” 
 
Research Team Contacts 
Mrs Donna Ward  
(Researcher) 
Associate Professor Annah Healy 
(Principal Supervisor) 
Professor Val Klenowski 
(Associate Supervisor) 
Centre for Learning Innovation School of Cultural and Language 
Studies 
School of Professional Studies 
Queensland University of 
Technology 
Queensland University of 
Technology 
Queensland University of 
Technology 
Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove 
Qld 4059 
Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove 
Qld 4059 
Victoria Park Road, Kelvin Grove 
Qld 4059 
Telephone: 5498 6391 Or 0401 
493 601 
Telephone: 3138 3449 Or 0404 
623 962 
Telephone:  3138 3415 Or 0432 
759 348 
Email:  d1.ward@qut.edu.au  Email: a.healy@qut.edu.au  Email: val.klenowski@qut.edu.au  
Description 
This project is being undertaken as part of a PhD research study by Mrs Donna 
Ward.  The project is not externally funded therefore no external funding body will 
have access to any collected data.  The purpose of this project is to explore what 
you, as a teaching professional, are experiencing as a result of the implementation 
of NAPLAN testing.  It aims to interpret what might be changing in classroom 
practices as you strive to support the learning needs of an increasingly diverse 
student population during pre-NAPLAN activity.   
The research team requests your assistance because we feel it is important for you 
to be given this Australia first opportunity to voice your perceptions, attitudes and 
beliefs surrounding high stakes NAPLAN testing in the context of your classroom 
and school.  Your insights will contribute toward informing future pedagogic 
requirements to support the learning needs of all students in an era of high-stakes 
testing. 
Participation 
Your participation in this project is voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you can 
withdraw from participation at any time during the project without comment or 
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penalty. Your decision to participate will in no way impact upon your current or 
future relationship with QUT or Education Queensland. 
Your participation will involve a short 30 minute interview.  This is scheduled at a 
convenient time to suit your timetable.  Following this, NAPAN and non-NAPLAN 
sessions will be observed during the period leading up to NAPLAN testing.  Finally, a 
small focus group session will be scheduled post-NAPLAN testing. All interactions 
will be conducted at your own school site.  
Expected benefits 
Participation in this research may not directly benefit you personally. However, 
conducting this project provides an opportunity for you to share your beliefs, 
understandings and practices regarding NAPLAN implementation which will further 
highlight your expertise as a teaching professional.  Additionally, the results of this 
research have the potential to support Queensland teachers and schools in future 
planning of pedagocical experiences to assist student learning needs during pre-
NAPLAN activity. 
Risks 
There are no risks beyond normal day-to-day living associated with your 
participation in this project. However, there is potential for discomfort arising from 
recalling situations associated with the implementation of NAPLAN or assessment 
practices.  
QUT provides for limited free counselling for research participants of QUT projects, 
who may experience discomfort or distress as a result of their participation in the 
research.  Should you wish to access this service please contact the Clinic 
Receptionist of the QUT Psychology Clinic on 3138 0999.  Please indicate to the 
receptionist that you are a research participant.  
Education Queensland also provides an Employee Assistance Service, accessed by 
contacting 3350 7840 (Brisbane North District) or 5470 8916 (Nambour). 
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Confidentiality 
All comments and responses are anonymous and will be treated confidentially.  The 
names of individual persons, classes or schools are not required in any of the 
responses as a psydynom coding system on all transcriptions and erasing/obscuring 
any identifiable information on documents will be undertaken.  To minimise any risk 
of disclosure or breach of confidentiality in the focus group, at the start of the 
session, all participants will be reminded that, in the spirit of respect, the contents 
of the focus group remain confidential to those present. Participants of the focus 
group will be provided with electronic transcripts prior to the session and offered 
the opportunity to withdraw or add to their comments. This will be conducted by 
email correspondence.  All digital audiotaping will be downloaded onto a password 
protected computer and stored in a locked cabinet, to which only the researcher 
has the key.  
Consent to Participate 
We would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your 
agreement to participate. 
Questions / further information about the project 
Please contact the researcher team members named above to have any questions 
answered or if you require further information about this project. 
Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project 
QUT is committed to researcher integrity and the ethical conduct of research 
projects.  However, if you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical 
conduct of the project you may contact the QUT Research Ethics Officer on +61 7 
3138 2091 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The Research Ethics Officer is not 
connected with the research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern 
in an impartial manner. 
Yours faithfully 
Donna Ward 
QUT PhD candidate  
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CONSENT FORM for QUT RESEARCH PROJECT 
 
“The effects of standardised assessment (NAPLAN) on pedagogy in the 
context of primary classrooms in Queensland” 
 
 
Statement of consent 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
 have read and understood the information document regarding this project 
 have had any questions answered to your satisfaction 
 understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the 
research team 
 understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or 
penalty 
 understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Officer on +61 7 3138 
2091 or ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical 
conduct of the project 
 agree to participate in the project 
 understand that the project will include digital audio recording 
Name  
Signature 
 
Date 
 /  /   
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Appendix E: Ethics application approval 
Ethics Application Approval - 0900001350-  
Research Ethics [ethicscontact@qut.edu.au]  
 Sent: Monday, 30 November 2009 11:49 AM  
 To: DONNA WARD; Annah Healy  
 Cc: Janette Lamb  
 Attachments: 0900001350 APP CERT.PDF‎ (16 KB‎) 
 
Dear Mrs Donna Ward 
 
Project Title:                
The effects of standardised assessment (NAPLAN) on pedagogy in the context 
of primary classrooms in Queensland 
 
Approval Number:     0900001350 
Clearance Until:        30/11/2012 
Ethics Category:        Human 
As you are aware, your low risk application has been reviewed by your 
Faculty Research Ethics Advisor and confirmed as meeting the requirements 
of the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research.  
Before data collection commences please ensure you attend to any changes 
requested by your Faculty Research Ethics Advisor. 
Whilst the data collection of your project has received ethical clearance, 
the decision to commence and authority to commence may be dependant on 
factors beyond the remit of the ethics committee (eg ethics clearance / 
permission from another institute / organisation) and you should not 
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commence the proposed work until you have satisfied these requirements. 
If you require a formal approval certificate, please respond via reply 
email and one will be issued. 
Decisions related to low risk ethical review are subject to ratification at 
the next available Committee meeting. You will only be contacted again in 
relation to this matter if the Committee raises any additional questions or 
concerns. 
This project has been awarded ethical clearance until 30/11/2012 and a 
progress report must be submitted for an active ethical clearance at least 
once every twelve months. Researchers who fail to submit an appropriate 
progress report when asked to do so may have their ethical clearance 
revoked and/or the ethical clearances of other projects suspended. When 
your project has been completed please advise us by email at your earliest 
convenience. 
For variations, please complete and submit an online variation form: 
https://outlook.qut.edu.au/OWA/redir.aspx?C=8cf2a5d724af4cacb87e172767d60d0b
&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.research.qut.edu.au%2fethics%2fforms%2fhum%2fva
r%2fvariation.jsp 
Please do not hesitate to contact the unit if you have any queries. 
Regards 
Research Ethics Unit | Office of Research 
Level 4 | 88 Musk Ave | Kelvin Grove 
p:   |  f: +61 7 3138 4543 
e: ethicscontact@qut.edu.au  |  w:  
https://outlook.qut.edu.au/OWA/redir.aspx?C=8cf2a5d724af4cacb87e172767d60d0b
&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.research.qut.edu.au%2fethics%2f  
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Glossary 
closed-ended  questioning Questioning technique that encourages a sharing of 
conceived assumptions based on personal 
understanding relating to factual recall of who, what 
and when of specific situations.  
expert instruction Direct, explicit teaching instruction of specifically 
targeted educational content and procedural skill 
development. 
Higher-order cognitive 
development 
A learner’s cognitive ability to engage in problem- 
solving and problem-posing activity aimed at 
encouraging self-scaffolded independent competency. 
learning support Allocation of human and material resources within an 
educational environment that provides students, who 
are identified as experiencing difficulty/disability, 
with additional guidance and support to access 
curriculum. 
Literacy and/or Numeracy 
coach/es/ing 
Australian education teaching positions aimed at 
providing professional literacy and/or numeracy 
pedagogic coaching to classroom teachers. 
open-ended  questioning Questioning technique that encourages cognitive 
analyses of how and why actions and reactions occur 
within broader contexts of a given concept or topic.    
reciprocal teaching and 
learning 
Teaching strategies that encourage a shared 
responsibility of learning through collaborative 
activity. 
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school administrators Teachers who hold a leadership role within their 
educational site including, Head of Curriculum or 
Head of Campus (HOC), Deputy Principal (DP) and 
Principal (DP) 
socio-economic  Social and economic status of parents/carers as 
defined from analysis of quantitative Census survey 
data collected by the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
(ABS). 
socio-educational Socio-economic status as defined by Australian 
Bureau of Statistics (ABS) census data formulated 
with relevant school-based data relating to location, 
Indigenous enrolment, and parent/carer educational, 
occupation and language background. 
standardised assessment Summative testing regime that requires the same 
format, scheduling, implementation, scoring and 
reporting procedures.  
student prior knowledge Student cognitive knowledge of intended curriculum 
content and enacted conceptual procedures gained 
from past teaching-learning experiences.  
student self-scaffolding Student ability to independently break learning tasks 
into manageable parts in efforts to take full control 
within the teaching-learning cycle. 
 
